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COMMERCIAL MOTOR VEHICLE SAFETY ACT 
OF 1985 



TUESDAY, JULY 15. 1986 

U.S. Senate, 

COHHTITEE ON COMHEBCE, SCIENCE, AND TRANSPORTATION, 

Washington, DC 
The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:31 a.m., in room 
SR-258, Russell Senate Office Building, Hon. John Danforth, 
(chairman of the committee) presiding. 

Staff members assigned to this hearing: Alan Maness, profession- 
al staff member, and Linda Morgan, minority staff counsel. 

OPENING STATEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN 

The Chauuian. This is a hearing on S. 1903, the Commercial 
Motor Vehicle Safety Act of 1985, which Senator Packwood and I 
introduced last year. 

The last figuiee available on motor carrier safety are for 1984 
and that information shows that more than 37,000 truck accidents 
were reported to the Department of Trfmsportation, and these acci- 
dents resulted in over 2,700 fatalities and over 29,000 injuries. 

Truck accidents jumped 18 percent between 1983 and 1984. 

The figures for 1984 are not complete as yet, but edready they 
show w^ over 39,000 accidents, which is a 6-percent increase over 
1984. 

Intercity bus accidents have been less numerous than truck re- 
lated incidents, but they can involve more iitjury and death. The 
recent bus accident in Walker, CA, which killed 20 elderly people 
and ii^ured 21 more, is a case in point. 

S. 1903 includes several provisions which Eire designed to prevent 
such tragedies. 

S. 1903 would require the Secretary of Transportation to promul- 
gate a rule to provide individuals who operate motor carriers with 
a national commercial motor vehicle operator's license. 

Most commercial vehicle operators are responsible professionals, 
but there are some unqualified drivers smd some unsafe drivers 
who continue driving l^ spreading the traffic violations across mul- 
tiple licenses. By Mtm)lishing a national conmiercial driver's li- 
cense, we can be assured that national standards for testing, both 
written Euid over the road, are established and utilized, and that 
drivers have a single license and a single driving record. 

Second, this bill would provide incentive grants to States so that 

they could conduct more irequent, nmdom roadside inspections of 

(1) 
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truck and bus equipment and reindom tests of truck and bus driv- 
ers for alcohol and drug use. 

Finally, the legislation would provide an increase and extension 
of the funding authorizations for the Motor Carrier Safety Assist- 
ance Grant Program. 

Senator Gorton, do you have a statement? 

OPENING STATEMENT BY SENATOR GORTON 

Senator Gorton. Thank you, I do have a brief opening state- 
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to see the committee focusing on the 
important issue of motor carrier safety. Although the vast majority 
of truck and bus operators in this country are safe and courteous 
drivers, an irresponsible few constitute a serious hazard. These are 
the ones who skip from State to State, collecting any number of li- 
censes, and evading accountability for their poor ^ving records. 
Up until now, the law simply has not provided em adequate mecha- 
nism for apprehending these people. The bill that you are present- 
ing for our consideration today does just that. 

In addition, it addresses several other problems that must be re- 
solved if we are to combat effectively the ever-increasng number of 
truck accidents on our highways. 'Hiese include drug and alcohol 
intoxication, insidequate driver training and testing, and infrequent 
reindom inspections. 

Again, I commend you for taking action on this very serious 
issue. I look forward to hearing the testimony of the witnesses 
today, and to working with you and the other members of the com- 
mittee in shaping a final bill. 

The Chaikman. Thank you Senator. I also have a statement for 
the record from Senator Packwood that wUl be included in the 
record. 

[The statement and bill follow:] 

Opening Statkuknt by Sknatok Packwood 
Hr. Chairman, I am pleased that this hearing will addreea isBuee related to the 
transportation of hazardous materials, including the transportation of high-level nu- 
clear waste. This is an area of immediate and grave concern to me because of ito 
impact on the proposal to locate a nuclear waste repository in Hanfbrd, Washington. 
I am vehemently opposed to the proposal to locate a nuclear waste dump at Hanford 
because of the great dangers it poses to Oregon. It is eminently clear to me that 
Hanford is not a suitable location for a national nuclear waste repository and I 
intend to stop the transportation of any high-level nuclear waste to a repository at 
Hanford. 

The Hanford reaervation is located on the Columbia River which stretches for 343 
miles between Washington and Oregon and is a main eource of food, irrigation, and 



In simple terms DOE is using Hanford's soil a 

tiTe wastes. How has this happened? For more 1 . „ _ _ 

ford have used the Columbia River to dispose of radioactive and hazardou 
During the 1940'b, 1960'b, and IWO's, Columbia River water passed through as many 
as ei^t operating plutonium reactors at Hanford, carrying large amounts of radio- 
activity back to the river. To this day Hanford officials continue to pour large 
amounts of low-level radioactive waste into the ground— radioactive waste that fmds 
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its wny into the groimdwater and the Columbia River. In 19S6 alone, 30 diatiiict ra- 
dioactive elementa were poured into the ground at Hanford. 

What has emerged is a shocking double standard on the part of tlie U.S. Govern- 
ment in its treatment of commercial versus military radioactive waste. While the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission does not ever allow a commercial reactor facility to 
dump wastes into the ground, this is a routine practice at DOE facilities — and it 
must be stopped. 

The record also reveals that Hanford itself is singled out for continued abuse 
while DOE is moving away from this dangerous practice at other DOB sites. For 
example, DOEl's budget request for fiscal year 1987 requested funds for the decom- 
missioning of seepage basing at the Savannah River plant in South Carolina. In con- 
trast, DOB is actually incressing the number of soil dumping sites at Hanford. Cer- 
tainly, the people of the Pacific Northwest deserve the same level of protection that 
citizens in other regions are beginning to receive and as long as I am a member of 
the U.S. Congress I intend to see that the safMy and well-being of Or^onians are 
protected. 

One thing is a certainty. Hanford already has serious existing problems in its 
waste storage systems and is demonstrably unsafe as a possible site for a high-level 
radioactive waste repository. Tliere is serious eziating contamination, unsuitable ge- 
ological makeup, and franUy, by all accounta, the potential for disaster. DOE ia 
being sued by all three national waste repository finalists because it has placed poli- 
tiCB above scientific evidraice. For example, in preliminary sdenttfic studies Hanford 
ranked last among five potential sites as a suitable repository. Yet Hanford was 
choeen as one of the three finalists, prompting lawsuits from Or^on and Washing- 
ton. Likewise, the host States for the other finalists, Nevada and Texas, are also 
suing. Until an appropriate site is picked, and Hanford is clearly not appropriate, 
radioactive wastes will continue to be stored under temporary and lees than safe 
conditiona. 

Mr. Chairman, it is my reaponsibility, in fact it is my duty, to protect the safety 
and well-being of Oregraiians and that of fiiture generations. DOE has treated 
Oregon and the Pacific Northwest as a convenient dumping ground long enough! As 
long as I am the Senator from Or^on — no high-level nucl^ waste will be trans- 
ported to a permanent repository at Hanford. 
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S. 1903 



To improve the safe o 



m THE SENATE OE THE UNITED STATES 

Dgcbhbeb 5 (legislHliTe day, Decghbbb 2), 1985 
Mr. Danfoith (for hunself and Hr. Packwood) inLroduced tlie following bill: 
which was read iwice and referred lo the Commitu; on Commerce, Science, 
and Trsnsporuitian 



A BILL 

To improve the safe operation of commercial motor vehicles, 
and for other purpoaes. 

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa- 

2 tives of ike United States of America in Congress assembled, 

3 That this Act may be cited as the "Commercial Motor Vehi- 

4 cleSafety Actof 1985". 

5 DEFINITIONS 

6 Sec. 2. As used in this Act, the term — 

7 (1) "commerce" means trade, traffic, or transpor- 

8 tation within the jurisdiction of the United States be- 

9 tween a place in a Stat« and a place outside of such 
10 State (including a place outside of the United States), 
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1 or whick affects trade, traffic, or transportation be- 

2 tween a place in a State and a place outside of such 

3 State; 

4 (2) "commercial motor vehicle" meaiu any aeU- 

5 propelled or towed vehicle used on highways in com- 

6 merce t« traoeport passengers or property — 

7 (A) if such vehide has a gross vehicle weight 

8 rating of ten thousand and one or more pounds; 

9 (B) if such vehicle is designed to transport 

10 more than fifteen passengers, including the driver; 

11 and 

12 (O if such vehicle is used in the transporta- 
18 tion of materials found by the Secretary to be 
14 hazardous for tbe purposes of the Hazardous Ha- 

16 terials Transportatdon Act (49 App. U.S.G. 1801 
IG et seq.); 

17 (3) "Secretary" means the Secretary of Transpor- 

18 tation; 

19 (4) "Sute" means a State of die United States 

30 and the District of Columbia, and includes a poUtical 

31 subdivision of a State; and 

22 (S) "United Sutes" means the fifty Suies and the 

23 District of Columbia. 

24 OOHMBBCIAI. MOTOB VBHICLB SAFETY FUND 

25 Sbc. 3. Section 531(bK9) of title 49, United States 
36 Code, is amended to read as follows: 
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1 "(B) There is established in the Trauui? of tbe United 

2 Sutet the Commerci^ Motor Vehicle Safety Fund. All pen- 

3 allies and fines collected under this section shall be deposited 

4 into such Fund. The Secretary shall use amounts in such 

5 Fund only for the purposes specified in section 4 of the Com- 

6 mercial Motor Vehicle Safe^ Act of 1985.". 

7 BANDOH INSPBCnONS 

8 Sbc. 4. (a) Subject to the provisions of this section, the 

9 Secretary shall make incentive grants to those Stat«s which 

10 adopt and implement an effective program to conduct inspec- 

11 tions, on a random bans, of commercial motor vehicles. Such 

12 grants may only be used by a recipient State to implement 

13 and enforce such a program. 

14 (b) Funds for such grants shall be derived from the 

15 Commercial Motor Vehicle Safety Fund established by sec- 

16 tion 521(b)(9) of title 49, United States Code. 

17 (cKD For purposes of this section, a State is eligible for 

18 a grant if the program of such State provides — 

19 (A) that commercial motor vehicles are inspected 

20 frequently (as determined by the Secretary), and that 

21 suoh inspections are conducted at roadside and on a 

22 random basis; 

23 (B) for the administration, on a random basis, of 

24 chemical tests to determine whether the operator of a 

25 commercial motor vehicle is intoxicated or under the 
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1 influence of & controlled substance while openting 

2 such motor vehicle; and 

3 (O for the prompt auspengioii, for a period not 

4 less than one hundred and fifty days, of the operator's 

5 license of any individual who is determined, as a result 

6 of a test admimstered under para^T^ph (2) of this suh- 

7 section, to be intoxicated or under the influence of a 
6 controlled substance, or who refuses to submit to such 
9 a test. 

10 (2XA) For purposes of this subsection, any person with a 

11 blood alcohol concentralion of 0.10 per centum or greater 

12 when operating a commercial motor vehicle shall be deemed 

13 to be operating such vehicle while intoxicated. 

14 (B) As used in this subsection, die term "controlled sub- 

15 stance" shall have the meaning; given to such term in section 

16 102(6) of the Comprehensive Drug Abuse Prevention and 

17 Control Act of 1970 (21 U.S.O. 802(6)). 

18 NATIONAL COHUEBCIAL MOTOR VEHICLE OPEBATOS'S 

19 LICENSE 

20 Sec. 5. (a) The Secretary shall, within ei^teen months 

21 aftor the date of enactment of this Act, promulgate a final 

22 rule which establishes procedures under which the Secretaiy 

23 will provide each individual who operates a commercial 

24 motor vehicle in interstate oonuneroe with a national coro- 

25 merclal motor vehicle operator's license. The Secretary shall 

26 specify the manner in which application for such a license 
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1 shall be made, and the requirementB which any applicant for 

2 such a license must satisfy. 

3 (b) On and after the date which is sixty days after the 

4 Secretary Bstablishes procedures under subsection {a) of this 

5 section, no individual shall operate a commercial motor vehi- 

6 cle in interstate commerce unless such individual has in the 

7 individual's possession a license issued by the Secretary 

8 under this section. 

9 (cKl) If tbe Secretary determines that a violation of suh- 

10 section fli) of this section has occurred, the Secretary may 

11 assess a civil penalty not to exceed $5,000 for each oSense. 

12 The amount of any civil penalty, and a reasonable time for 

13 abatement of the violation, shall by written order be deter- 

14 mined by the Secretary, taking into account the nature and 

15 circunistanees of the violation committed and any history of 

16 prior offenses by the violator. 

17 (2) Any aggrieved person who, after a hearing, is ad- 
16 versely affected by a final order issued under this subsection 

19 may, within thirty days, petition for review of the order in 

20 the United States Court of Appeals in the circuit in which the 

21 violation is alleged to have occurred, or in the United States 

22 Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit. 

23 Review of the order shall be based on a determination of 

24 whether the Secretary's findings and conclusions were sup- 

25 ported % substantial evidence, or were otherwise not in ac- 
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1 cordance with law. No objection that has not been urged 

2 before the Seeretar; shall be considered by the court, unless 

3 reasonable grounds existed for failure or neglect to do so. 

4 The commencement of pTocecdings under this paragraph 

5 shall not, unless ordered by the court, operate as a stay of the 

6 order of the Secretary. 

7 (dMD In order to assist the Secretary in carrying out the 

8 provisions of this section, the official in each State responsi- 

9 ble for licensing operators of commercial motor vehicles in 

10 that State shall transmit to the Secretary a report contfuning 

11 the information specified in paragraph <2) of this subsection 

1 2 regarding any individufd — 

13 (A) who is denied a commercial motor vehicle op- 

14 crater's license by such State for cause; or 

15 (B) whose license is canceled, revoked, or sus- 

16 pended by such State, for cause. 

17 (2) Any report regarding an individual which is trans- 

18 mitted by an official pursuant to paragraph (1) of this subsec- 

19 tion shall contiun — 

30 (A) the legal ntune, date of birth including day, 

21 month, and year), sex, and (at the Secretary's discre- 

22 tion) the height, weight, eye color and hair color of 

23 such individual; 

24 CB) tbe name of the State transmitting such infor- 

25 mation; and 
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1 (G) the Mcisl seouiity account number, if used by 

2 tile reportang State for operator record or commercial 

3 motor vehicle license purposes, and the commercial 

4 motor vehicle operator's license number of such indi- 

5 vidual (if that number is different from the operator's 

6 social security account number), 

7 except that any report concerning an occurrence specified in 

8 paragraph (IKA), (B), or <C} of this subsection which occurs 

9 during die two-year period preceding die date of enactment 

10 of this Act shall be sufficient if it contains all such informa- 

11 tion as is available to such official. 

12 (3) Any report required to be transmitted by an official 

13 under paragra^^ (1) of this subsection shail be transmitted to 

14 the Secretary not later than thirty-one days after such official 

15 first receives or learns of any information specified in para- 

16 graph (IKA), (B), or (O (A tioB subsection vriiich is the sub- 

17 ject of such report. 

18 AUTBOBIZATIONB OF APPR0PKUTION8 

19 Sec. 6. Section 404 of the Surface Transportation As- 

20 sistance Act of 1962 (49 App. U.S.C. 2304) is amended— 

21 (1) by striking "H0,000,000" and inserting in 

22 lieu thereof "$50,000,000"; 

23 (2) by striking "and" after "1987,"; 

24 (3) by striking "$50,000,000" and inserting in 

25 lieu thereof "$60,000,000"; and 
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(4) hy Btrildng "1988." and inseitiiig in tiev 
thereof "1988; not to exceed 170,000,000 ia the fiscal 
year ending Septemher 30, 1989; and not to exceed 
180,000,000 in the fiscal year ending September 30, 
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The Chairman. Out first witness today is the Honorable Jennifer 
Dom, Associate Deputy Secretary of Trfmaportation. 
Mb. Dom, thank you very much for beii^ with us this morning. 

STATEMENT OF JENNIFER L. DORN, ASSOCIATE DEPUTY SECRE. 
TARY OF TRANSPORTATION, ACCOMPANIED BY JEFF MILLER, 
DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR, NATIONAL HIGHWAY TRAFFIC 
SAFETY ADMINISTRATION; AND RICHARD P. LANDIS, ASSOCI- 
ATE ADMINISTRATOR FOR MOTOR CARRIERS, FEDERAL HIGH- 
WAY ADMINISTRATION 
Ms. DoRN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I appreciate the opportunity of representing the Department this 
morning. 

I would just like to note that two of my colleeigues ht>m the De- 
partment have joined me at the witness table. 

To my left is Jeff Miller, who is Deputy Administrator of 
NHTSA; and, to my right, is Dick Landis, who is Associate Admin- 
istrator for Motor Carriera of the Federal Highway Administration. 
As I indicated, it is indeed a pleasure for me to represent the De- 
partment on an issue of commercial vehicle driver licensing. It is a 
safety issue. I know that you, Mr. Chairman, have attached great 
importance to this, and it is a (»ncem shared by Secretary Dole as 
well. 

I think, very honestly, that it is difficult to overstate the positive 
impact that you and this committee have had on truck SEifety over 
the past few years. You have indeed laid the foundation for a 
number of what we view to be comprehensive reforms that we are 
now engaging in at the Department of Transportation. Without 
those initiatives, we would not have had the authority to under- 
take them. 

If I could, I would just take 1 minute or so to describe a couple of 
these efforts to put into context what we are discussit^ today about 
truck driver licensing. 

On the enforcement front, the creation of the Motor Cfurier 
Safety Assistance ProgrEim euid ihe dreimatic increase in MCSAP 
funding which Secretaiy Dole and you have very vigorously sup- 
ported will allow the States by the end of fiscal year 1987 to per- 
form an additional 2 million emnual iospections. 

At the same time that we have supported those increases at the 
Department and you have very aggressively supported them in 
Congress Gramm-Rudman types of requirements and other kinds of 
belt-tightening efforts have meant that other nonsafety related pro- 
grams have been cut back at the Department. As evidence of the 
Secretary's very real concern about truck safety, MCSAP haa 
achieved the most significant funding increase of any safety pro- 
gram in the Department— neeu-ly a 200-percent increase for fiscal 
year 1987. 

This increase has allowed the Bureau of Motor Carrier Safety to 
engage in really a whole new way of doing business. Not only do 
we provide technical assistance and fundii^ to Stotes for enforce- 
ment, but it has allowed us to direct our Federal resource efforts 
toward the far more productive kind of goal of identifying the prob- 
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lem carrierB and those who have a high risk. This is a true Federal- 
State partnership in, I think, the best sense of the word. 

This effort has been aided by the virtual doubUng of the number 
of safety specialists that will be employed in the DepEui;ment over 
the next few months. Along with a fully int^rated data mana^ 
ment system, this will allow us for the ^irst tune to be trading m- 
formation among and between States and between the Federal 
Government and those States. 

If I might just add a footnote here, Mr. Chairman, with respect 
to those increases in terms of the number of safety specialists, our 
first class of 25 of the 150 which will be hired completed its trstin- 
ing prc^am in Oklahoma City a couple of weeks ago. We have 25 
very enthusiastic, very able, very qualified individu^, till of whom 
have extensive experience emd/or collie education. We think that 
this is a very important kind of effort because what we are eisking 
them to do is very serious and very complicated work in terms of 
identifying the kmds of trends that woidd demonstrate high risk 
carriers. They need to discern those trends and provide technical 
assistance to the carriers, collecting evidence of enforcement viola- 
tions so that we can even more etggressively pursue those kinds of 
initiatives in terms of the enforcement euena. 

As a result of those efforts, I think for the first time we have 
launched on a systematic framework for conducting a nationwide 
Motor Cfirrier Safety Enforcement Program, and this, indeed, is a 
significant advEincement which could not have happened had it not 
been for the legislation which you initiated. 

On the rulemaking front, of course we are pursuing very aggres- 
sively all of the Federal motor carrier safety regulations. We have 
recently issued a proposed pleui for a safety determination of fdl 
the carriers, which will give us a very important handle on all the 
trucks that are out there. 

We have issued more stringent qualifications for hazardous ma- 
terials drivers and a number of other rulemakings have been 
issued or are on the verge of being issued. 

There is no question in our mind but that your legislation, S. 
1903, has served eis a catalyst for an additionsJ action that the Sec- 
retary is eeiger to announce today. The Department agrees whole- 
heartedly with what we believe are the two most beisic and most 
important provisions of your bill: No, 1, that uniform minimum na- 
tionfil licensing standards be required established by the Federal 
Government and administered by the States; and, No. 2, that mul- 
tiple licenses be prohibited. 

You have already given us the l^al authority to move forward, 
and we intend to do so with a rulemaking proposal that is issued 
for public comment within the next 2 weeks. 

As you know, Mr. Chairman, for a number of months, the Secre- 
tary has been actively encouraging the Governors to participate in 
the drivers license compact, and we have met with some limited 
success due to the efforts of Individuals on this committee as well 
as the industry and Secretary Dole's efforts. We still, however, 
have achieved only 31 States as members. We expect b^ the end of 
the year to have 33. Several have indicated that they will introduce 
legislation in the 1987 session. 
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However, the Secretary is convinced that we cannot wait for the 
drivers license compact to include all States. She is convinced, in 
fact, that a stronger Federal role is necessary, that it is appropri- 
ate, and that it still tillows us to pursue those efforts that make a 
lot of sense in terms of recordkeeping sharing, such as the Drivers 
License Compact and other efforts. 

She will move forward einressively on the rulemaking, with the 
recognition, however, that there is a great deal of work to be done 
and a number of questions yet to be answered. 

However, I think it is very significant that we are not question- 
ing whether there should be a new Federal requirement but how 
those Federal requirements can most effectively be issued and en- 
forced. 

If I might, I would give just a couple of examples of the level of 
questions thiat really need to be addressed as we move forward in 
tnis rulemaking effort. 

For the classified standards issue, it would be unfortunate if we 
underestimated the complete diversity in the licensing systems 
among the States throughout the country. There is absolutely very 
little consensus on what the State standards should be, and so we 
have a great deal of work to do in that area. Certainly we have 
made b^innings in terms of model programs. Many of these model 
programs, however, are the ideal, rather than those kinds of pro- 
grams that are determined to be standards appropriate for adop- 
tion by all the States, 

In 19 States, for example, there is no classification system what- 
soever. The 31 States wnich do have a classification system have 
varying standards. Fewer than half the States require written tests 
and fewer than one-quarter of the States require on-the-road test- 



at we need to do in this area is very clear. In most States, 
they must replace wholesale the licensing card system. It is a 
whole new way of doing business for msmy of these States, which 
would require the addition of personnel and feicilities. 

All we are saying here is when we proceed with prescriptive ap- 
proaches, we need to be absolutely sure that we are on tai^t, that 
we have answered the right questions, in order to assure that the 
States will, in fact, participate Euid that will have an effective en- 
forcement mechanism. 

On the single licensing issue, the question again is not whether 
or not we should require it, but how we can most effectively en- 
force that requirement. 

We have a variety of enforcement tools that have been recom- 
mended by various interest groups. We, in fact, have fdready ado^ 
ed some of these, such as tfie MCSAP incentive, which we antici- 
pate to require immediately on the rulemaking. Various private 
and public types of clearinghouses are eilready in existence. There 
have been discussions about identifiers and whether we need 
unique identiHers, whether we should associate our efforts with 
particular problem drivers or with edl drivers, whether sanctions 
are appropriate. 

There are many and diverse questions and they all need to be 
examined very thoroughly. I think that there is a risk here of pre- 
scribing unnecessarily burdensome and perhaps ineffective kinds of 



Digitized by K.rt OOQ IC 



15 

solutions. This should not deter us from moving aggressively, but, 
again, we need to combine or find a balance between the cautious 
aiq>roach which will make sure that we have a reasonable standard 
that can be upheld in court. 

You very clearly have given us the l^al authority, Mr. Chair- 
man, to move with deliberate speed. I want to give you the assur- 
ance of Secretary Dole that she, indeed, has a deliberate speed in 
mind. We pledge and commit to you that we will move formu^ ag- 
gressively. We look forward to the opportunity of working with you 
and a number of interest groups and the States in order to resolve 
this problem in the best way possible. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Chairman. Thank you very much. 

First, I welcome your comments and appreciate them. I do not 
argue with your conclusion that the Dep^ment should move foi> 
ward with rulemaking with respect to uniform driver's licenses. 

Sometimes the stated intention of the Department of TrEmeporta- 
tion with respect to rulemaking and the final result have not been 
quite in sync. At times there have been considerable timelags. 

For example, side impact protection: In 1977, a citizens 'group 
filed a petition relating to improved standards for side impact pro- 
tection. NHTSA commenced its rulemaking in 1979, closed it in 
1982, in order to do further research, and is still conducting the re- 
search. That has been 9 years. 

In 1975, NHTSA performed tests showing that disconnection of 
front brakes of heavy trucks is unsafe. Despite this knowledge, the 
Department of Transportation has kept on the books a Bureau of 
Motor Carrier safety regulation that permits ftxint brake disconnec- 
tion. 

Bumper standards, in 1982, when DOT looked at the 2>4 mile 
bumper standeu^, it announced that it would shortly develop a 
bumper standeu^ ratii^ system for consumers. Well, it has not 
done it. 

Splsish and spray is something that we mandated by statute, of 
course, back in 1982. Again, nothing has happened. 

So, I appreciate your comment. It is always, I think, a questicm 
as to what should be the appropriate role of Congress versus the 
executive branch. 

My inclination would be to proceed with legislation. If you want 
to proceed with rulemfiking, fine. But my inclination would be to 
pnKeed with legislation, because we do have examples of lengthy 
delays on the p^ of the Department. 

Ms. DosN. I understand your perspective. 

Mr. Chairman, might I just comment briefly on that? 

Certainly, many of these rulemakings do not proceed as quickly 
as we, in ffict, would like. However, we are very cognizant at the 
DepEui:ment of Transportation of the importance of balancing the 
need for expeditious action on safety rulemakings with tiie need to 
produce a reasonable and well documented and well supported de- 
cision. 

If the analysis does not hold up under judicial scrutiny, expedit- 
ing wUl not result in improved safety, whicb I know is both of our 
gtmls. The court may stay or overturn the rule. That has happened 
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innumerous instances and, has, in fact, set us back numbers of 
years. 

The Chairman. That is why I think we should legislate. 

Ms. DORN. I see. I appreciate your perspective. 

I CEin give you the Secretary's and the Department's commitment 
that we were moving forward aggressively. But I would point out 
that, irrespective of time lines imposed by Congress, the very real 
need is to be on solid ground when we propose legislation. I think 
it would be unfortunate if we were to minimize the complexity and 
the ointroversial nature of what we have agreed to go forward and 
do. 

This does not deter our commitment by any respect. But we feel 
very firmly that the level of questions, the level of detfiil required 
to mid agreement among the States to test appropriate standards — 
we are talking years, not 1 or 2 years, but several years in terms of 
minimum standards. 

We are asking Stetes to do a wholesale revision of something 
that has been traditionally the purview of States. We feel very 
strongly that there is a need for an increased Federal role. But, 
with or without legislation, the Secretary is very committed to 
action. 

She understands your role euid your perspective on this and I 
would defer to my colleague, Mr. Miller, to respond to your specific 
concerns, if you wish, or we could provide those for the record. 

The Chairman. I was just going through the list as examples of a 
little time slippage between the time when a need for regulating is 
realized and the coming forth with the regulations. 

Ms. DoRN. I certainly respect that, Mr. ChaimiEui. 

I wotdd just add that in each of those instances I believe we 
would be able to point to the record any problems that we have 
foreseen or issues that have vet to be resolved in order for us to 
promulgate a rule that is well reasoned. We would be happy to do 
so. 

But I do understand your perspective. 

The Chairman. Let me ask you about a couple of other features 
of the bill. 

First, the idea of reindom inspections, both of equipment and of 
the person driving the equipment. 

Is that a worthwhile concept? 

Ms. Dorn. Certainly the concept of mathematically imposed 
random inspections is very worthwhile. It has, in fact, been very 
effectively utilized in other areas of highway safety. 

However, we do believe that States nave the existii^ authority to 
pull off a vehicle of a motor carrier to analyze safety defects. For 
probable cause we are then able to determine if blood alcohol is a 
problem — pardon me, not whether blood alcohol is a problem, but 
whether there is probable cause to believe that an individual is 
possessing, or using, or under the influence of alcohol. 

So there are some distinctions. We frankly think that no new au- 
thority may, in fact, be necessary because we have the authority to 
do so r^ht now. 

The Chaoman. Right this minute? 

Can you pick up the phone right now and say OK, let's start the 
random testing? 
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Ms. DoKM. Yes. I do not believe that there would be any impedi- 
ment to doii^ so 

The Chairbun. Will you do that? 

Ms. DoRN [continuing]. As long as the constitutional protec- 
tions 

The Chaibman. Then will you do that this morning? 

Ms. DoRN. We think that it is a far better approach at this time, 
given the kinds of restrictions on 

The Chairman. Well, when will you do it? If that is a good idea 
and you want to do it on your own motion, when do we act? 

Ms. DoRN. We think that we get to the same solution by pulling 
over motor vehicles for potential safety violations. 

The Chairman. Well, that is the idea. But you are not doing that 
right now. 

Ms. DoRN. Yes, we are, sir. 

The Chairb«an. Oh, you are? 

Ms. DoRN. Yes. 

We have the ability to seek at random a motor carrier and pull 
him to the side of the road. An enforcement official has that abili- 
ty, and we do so on em absolutely regular basis. 

In doing so, we check the vehicle. If we can identify that there is 
a bottle of beer on the cab or that there is some kind of evidence or 
probable cause to believe that that mdividual has been using or 
possessing alcohol, we can certainly pull him off the road or use 
the disqualification procedures. 

The Chairman. Your view, then, is that the bill adds nothing 
with respect to random inspections? 

Mr. I^VNDis. Mr. Chairman, if I might, I think the distinction 
here is the random inspection process being used for the current 
vehicle inspection program as opposed to the random inspection for 
detection of use of alcohol. 

Ms. Dom is I think commenting particularly about the random 
inspection process that is now used primarily by the States in their 
inspection pr<^rams, random being selecting vehicles out of the 
line of velucles, contacting that vehicle, conducting inspections, 
interviewing the driver, looking at the driver and determining his 
condition, investigating during the normal course of that inspection 
whether or not there is obvious evidence of alcohol possession and 
alcohol abuse, and then taking eiction eiccordingly. 

Most of that action — in fact, all of that action — as ffu* as the 
roadside activity is done by the State enforcement people. That is 
the critical factor of Uie Motor Ceurier Safety Assistance Prt^rEun, 
to develop those MCSAP people. 

I think the question regarding randomness, the stopping of vehi- 
cles at random for purposes of alcohol inspection, is a different ap- 
proach than we are doing now. As such, they ^ould not be con- 
fused at this point. 

The Chairman. How about the 0.04 blood aloihol content. Would 
that be a good requirement? 

Ms. DoRN. It is one that we are actively looking at, Mr. Chaii^ 
man. 

The Secretary is looking across the board to assure that the pro- 
fessional requirements are there, that there is some consistency. 
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Also, we need to be assured that any kind of effort on a 0.04 blood 
alcohol content level can be enforced effectively. 

The Chairman. Why couldn't it be? 

Ms. DoRN. Well, the difference with alcohol use on highways is 
that we have two levels of enforcement. The primary enforcers in 
FRA and in FAA actions in fact are the carriers IJiemselves. In 
aviation and railroads we have Federal kinds of enforcement ef- 
forts only. We have dual levels of enforcement on the highways. 

So we want to make sure that since we need to rely on the States 
to do the Niforcement of a 0.04, that, in fact, this is effective. 

We are in no way precluding that option. We have not pursued 
that aggressively. Now we are actively looking at it. 

The Chairman. What would be the possible reasons for it being 
too rigorous a standard? 

Ms. DoRN. There axe sonae problems in determining a 0.04 level 
at the roadside. It is my understanding in terms of the technolo- 
^ — and my colleague can address more of the specifics on this — 
that there may be a problem in enforcement. Those are issues and 
questions that we want to address very carefully. 

Do you have anything to add to that, Mr. Miller? 

Mr. Miller. Yes. 

Mr. Chairman, police agencies rely primarily on preliminary 
breath testers before making either evidential breath teste or an 
actual blood test. Reliability of preliminary breath testers is not as 
great as with the other types of instrumente. 

It is my understanding that FAA and FRA rely largely on chemi- 
cal samples, either blood or urine, which are not as rc^idily avail- 
able in the motor carrier community. 

I think it should also be pointed out that the Bureau of Motor 
Carrier Safety does already have a very rigorous standard on the 
books which precludes use of alcohol or drugs while on the job or 
driving while under the influence, or any consumption within 4 
hours before going on duty. 

We think those are important attributes of the current regula- 
tion which indeed need to be enforced vigorously. 

The Chairman. Well, if those standards are met, then, necessari- 
ly, wouldn't the person meet the 0.04 standard? 

Mr. Miller. Mr. Chairman, he might, if the other standard al- 
ready covers him. The 0.04 might not be more rigorous. 

But the 0.04, the testing capabilities for 0.04, are not always as 
good. The technology is simply not quite as advanced. 

The Chairman. It seems to me that if that is the standard that 
can be applied to railroad personnel, to eiirline personnel, there is 
no reason not to apply it to people who drive trucks. 

Ms. Dorn. As we said, Mr. Chairman, the issue is one of enforce- 
ment. We want to look at all the issues. We can commit to you that 
we are looking at that Ei^ressively. 

But there are some differences between FRA enforcement efforts 
and FAA enforcement efforte. We need to be cognizant of those to 
ensure that we do not have a standard out there that is not as ef- 
fectively complied with, because all standards are subject to criti- 
cism if we Bf^ly standards we cannot adequately enforce. 



Digitized by K.rt OOQ IC 



19 

Those are issues that we really want to look very careftilly at. 
The Secretary is not disinclined to do this. But it does take some 
closer examination, find that is what we are doing right now. 

The Chairman. Senator Rockefeller, do you have any questions? 

Senator Rockefeller. I do not for the moment, Mr. Chairman. 

I apologize for being late. But having done some preparation for 
this hearing, I am stroi^ly in favor of the position which you have 
put forward in your bill. I have not heard yet the reason why it is 
that some folks want to differentiate and some do not want to dif- 
ferentiate between hlood alcohol levels or why these folks do not 
think action is necessary in other Eu«as. 

But I associate i^^If with your bill and I think it is good. 

The CHAmMAN. 'niank you. 

Thank you very much, Ms. Dom, for your testimony. 

Mb. Dosn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

[The statement follows:] 



Mi. ChainnaD and Memben of the CammittM: Good moniiiig. I am extrem^ 
pleased to be here today on behalf of Secretary Dole to preeent the views of the De- 
partment of Transportation on commercial vehicle driver licenainK and to addreoB 
related imeB raiwd by S. 1903. "The Commercial Motor Vehicle Safety Act of 
1985." With me at the table are JefT Miller, Doputy AdmiiiiBtrBtor of the National 
Hilljiwtqr TrafGc Safetnr AdminiBtratdon, and Dick Landis. Aseociate AdminiBtrator 
for BAotor Cairien of the Federal Highway Administration. 

Tbe Secretary asked me to a^ at the outset how much she appreciatee tlie woik 
of this committee and vour leadership, Senator Dan&rth. in identifyinz motor carri- 
er safety problems and ic seeking amiropriate solutions. The landmark truck safet? 
l^islation that you helped create in 1984 has been acgreesively implemented by the 
Department We are developing new or revised regulations to make safety determi- 
nations of all motor carriers, to improve vehicle inspection requirements, and to im- 
prove driver qualificaticns. 

The Inll Uiat you introduced in December has served as a catalyst for constructive 
thought in the private sector, tite state* and the Federal government. 1 am pleased 
to announce today that tiie Department an^es in concept with many of the ele- 
ment* of the July Tth Senate staff working draft of the "Commercial Motor Vehicle 
Safety Act of 1986", which is under consideration as an alternative to S. 1903. Hor»- 
over, thanks to this Committee's leadership in 1982 in creating ttie Meter Carrier 
" ' y Assistance Program (MCSAP), and again in 1984 with the Truck Safely Act, 
^ — -^ent believes that you have already given us the legal authority that we 
.: time to move forward and administratively develop req;uirements for 
single and classified licenses for commercial vehicle Mierators. We will ask for 
puEuic conunent on our proposal which we will issue by August 1. As 1 will describe 
m greater detail in a moment, this is a major new rulemaking initiative for the De- 
parbnent I would like to stress that we could not be undertaking it without your 
leadership and support. I know that we can took forward to your continued active 
involvement in theee important ieauee of commercial motor vehicle safety. 

ASXAS OF AOBEEMCNT 

leeway safety is a top priority of the Department, and we are encouraged that 
traffic safety on America's highways has improved cmisiderab^ in recent years 
among both commercial and passenger vehicles. In 1980, tiie fstalitf rate for oU 
traffic accidents was 3.34 fatahtiee per 100 millioo miles traveled. In 1986, the com- 
parable &taUty rate was 26% lower. However, this is not a reason to be complacent, 
because trudc accident fatalities per 100 million miles are twice as h^h as car fa- 
talities. We believe that truck and bus safety thus demands close attention, and that 
farther safeb) improvemraits in that area are both feasible and necessary. 

The draft mils Defbre the committee are designed to prevent commercial drivers 
from obtaining multiple licenses and to improve the training, testing and qualifica- 
tions of commercial (bivers. We agree entirely that there is not a good reason for a 
oommercial driver to have more tnan one license and that safety suffers if an un- 
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Sialified individual is allowed to drive an 18 wheel truck or other conunerciat t^- 
e. The Secretary strongly believes that no one should have more than one licanie 
and that minimum national standards should be developed for state classified li- 
cense systems. I am pleased to announce today theX the Department will move for- 
ward quickly and asgreesively in the following areas; 

Single License. The Department is beginning a comprehensive rulemEJtins p r oc c as 
aimed at making it a violation of Federal regulations for a commercial driver in 
interstate commerce to have more than one licenae. We believe that we already 
have the authority to impose this requirement on drivers and carriers under the 
1984 Motor Carrier Safety Act and the Bureau of Motor Carrier Safety organic l^js- 
lation. Moreover, the MCSAP program will provide an incentive for states to adopt 
a similar requirement since it is a condition of MCSAP funding that the state en- 
fbrce regulations that are compatible with the Federal r^ulationa. 

Chmified Licenaes. A clasaifed license aystem is one where there are different 
classifications for different types of vehiclee, bo that a driver can only operate vrfii- 
clee that the driver is ^ualiiieo to operate. 

The Deputment is including in its rulemaking process steps toward establishing 
mininiim Datlonal Standards as the basis for a classiiied license system that would 
be administered by the states. There is a clear need for effective uniform rniniinmii 
standards that would assure licensing consistency from state to state concerning 
miniTniim training, minim um testing, and minimum qunlificationB. Thirty-one 
states already have some tjrpe of classified license system, and we would want te 
assure that the best features of those systems are incorporated into the national 
standards. The Department is especially pleased that the staff draft relies on the 
states to administer the licensing function rather than proposing an entirely new 
Federal license system. 

Hiuardoua Materials. The staff draft also includes special provisions for drivers of 
hazardous material vehicles. We agree with you that qual^cations for hazardous 
materials drivers need to be strengthened because those cai^oes pose particular risk 
to public safety if not handled properly. Just over two months ago, we began the 
sra^ and classified license rulemaking process for those drivers by issuing a 
NFRM. As proposed in our NPRM, drivers operating cargo tank vehicles carrying 
hazardous materials in bulk, such as gasoUne, propane, corrosive adds, and various 
poisons, and tractor-trailer operatimis htmling exploeivee, radioactive materials, iv 
other non-bulk hazardous materials wmild have to meet additional or more strin- 
gent qualificationB. The NPRM proposes: <1) prohibiting drivers from holding multi- 
ple driven licensee; <2) establishing minimum driver training and experience crite- 
ria; (3) requiring road teste for cargo tank drivers that eppTOnmate real-world driv- 
ing conditions; and (4) mandating periodic drug and alcohol teets for drivers. 

Enforcement We agree with the Committee ^at there needs to be an effective 
means to ensure that the single and clasaiAni license requirements that are devel- 
oped are adopted and implemented bv the states and enforced against commercial 
drivers. The staff draft proposed to do this with a combination of incentive grant 
funds. Federal preemption of state action, withholding of Federal-aid highway con- 
struction funds and a Federal records system. While we agree with the Committee 
that enforcement is critical, we have concerns regarding certain provisions in both 
S. 1903 and the staff draft which I will outline later in our testimony. 

We believe that all three issues, single license, clasaified Ucense and the enforce- 
ment strategies can be Ailly addressed in an Advanced Notice of Proposed Rulemak- 
ing (ANPRM). We will issue Qiis action in a matter of days and will request a rela- 
tively short comment period. As soon as we review the commente on the ANPRH, 
we may decide that we can move ahead faster on the less complex issues if we pub- 
lish separate NPRMs for single licenses, classified license standards, and enforce- 
ment. 1 want to stress that we have already decided that a stronger Federal role ia 
appropriate to prohibit multiple license use and to define uniform requirements for 
classined licenses. The question is how we can do it most efiectively. 

Hr. Chairman, perhaps with all the areas of consensus that I have described, 
some people will ui^ that the Committee and the Congress move ahead and inune- 
diately enact l^islation. I would urge you not take this approach. While we agree 
with the Committee that saf^ neMs to be improved and we are prepared to use 
our authority aggressively, I do not want to gloss over the problems that are ahead 

PKOBLEMB AHEAD 
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poritive. With jrour help and active support, Secretary Dole is Beeking to imfdement 
a number of programa that addreaa the purposes of S. 1903. These initiatives include 
a doubling in the number of federal motor carrier safety spedalists and cbangM in 
the Federal Motor Carrier Safe^ RegulationB that will Btrengtben vehicle inainte- 
nance and inspection standards. Our safety specialists will concentrate on safety 
audits of problem carriers and rely on state inspectors to conduct most roadside in- 
spections. We b^eve that this approach is a good use of reeourcee and reflects ap- 
propriate I^eral and state roles. 

Tx) strengthen the state presence, we have requested $50 million in our fiscal year 
1987 budget for the Motor Carrier Safety Assistance Program (MCSAP), which is 
nearly a 200 percent increase over current spending, "ms money will be used by 
states to increase the total number of state inspectors trained through this program 
from 2,700 in 1986 to 4,000 in 1987. We estimate that tn^ the end of Hscal year 1987, 
the states will conduct approximately two millian roadside inspectionB annually In 
addition to thoee conducted prior to MCSAP. MCSAP will increase the number of 
annual intrastate saf^ compliance audits as well. 

Because the Secretary shaj-es your very real concern on single and classified li- 
cense issuee, Mr, Chairman, earlier this year she wrote to the governors of all 60 
statee urging them to join and participate fully io the Drivers License Compact, an 
organization of statee established to promote the single license concept and to facili- 
tate the complete exchange of driver record data among states. The Department 
also sponsored, with the Highway Users Federation and the American Association 
of Bdotor Vehicle Administrators (AAMVA), a joint government-industry conference 
to discuss solutions to licensing problems and to highlight the systems currently 
available to ttte statee. 

However, the simple truth is that there are incredible differences among the 
states. We cannot develop a solution overnight that will work nor can we devdop it 
without the help and cooperation of the states. A total of 19 states do not issue das- 
sified truck driver licenses, but allow anyone with an automobile driver's license to 
<^erate a commercial vetucle without demonetreting the knowledge or ability to 
Miw heavy trucks. No state reQUires specific training for commercial drivers and of 
the 31 states timt have classined licenses, most have only two classification for 
trucks. Only 12 states always require a driver to take a driving test in the vehicle. 
Even id thoee states where testing is required, the tests are not uniform in design 
and in many cases are not considered to be adequate for the task of screening out 
those who lack professional levels of competence. This wide diversity among the 
states leads us to believe that there will be disagreements among the states as to 
what constitute the appropriate minimiiin criteria. Some states will want very basic 
criteria, while other states will "want comprehensive ones. We will have to make in- 
dependent judgments about what typea m criteria will be necoaaaiy to best protect 
safety. Even after we decide on the criteria, there will have to be adequate tune for 
the states to react and devote the personnel and resources neceeaaiy to change tfa^ 
systems. 

We recognize that elimination of multiple licensee requires implementation of a 
meaningful enforcement mechanism. Klany of the industry and highway saf^ 
groups that have examined the licensing problem have endorsed establishment of a 
national clearinghouse of driver record mformation keyed to a unique identifier, 
such as a fingerprint or social security number, for each license holder. We have 
serious concerns about whether a clearinghouse is necessary, appropriate 6t cost-rf- 
fective, whether it is feasible, and if it is necessary, appropriate, and feasible, what 
level of information should be contained in it. Some of the miyor issuee we see in- 
clude the following. 

a. Privat?: We are ven concerned about creating a new centralized data system 
on individuals. Congress has shared our concerns in the past. The current National 
Driver R«|[ister has been constructed narrowly so that it only contains problem 
drivers, is a pointer system rather than a complete file, does not use social securitr 
numbers, and is not allowed to be used directly by law enforcement personnel. A 
clearinghouse for commercial drivers raises even more questions since the individ- 
uals included would not be just problem drivers, but all commercial drivers. We be- 
lieve that it is essential that anv data system considered protect the rights of indi- 
vidual drivers, the majority of whom obey the law. 

b. Unique identifier: The threshold question is whether a single identifier is neces- 
sary. If it is necessary, the question is what kind of identifier is needed. Social secu- 
rity numbers are the most universal identifier in the country, but it is relatively 
easy to <ri>tain multiple numbers and so they are not unique. Thus, drivers could 
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have a different social security number for each license held. Moreover, only 18 
states use the social security number as the licensing number, so use of the social 
security number as the unique identifier could require substantial change of licens- 
ingprctcedurea at the state level. 

While less easy to falsify than the social security number, use of a fingerprint as 
unique identifier could also preeent significant implementation problems. There i> 
not any HyBt«m in operation today in the United States which operates in a manner 
similar to the system that would be required to quickly and accurately compare and 
identify fingerprints for the upwards of 4.5 million interstate commercial vehicle op- 
erators. It is eesential that the technology be reliable and foolproof if it is to be auo- 
ceatfiil. While some sjrstems we have seen appear promising, we are also concerned 
with committinK to a system where only one vendor could bid. 

c. Cost: An wvious drawback to a national clearinghouse is cost. Our ezperienoe 
with the National Driver Begister (NDR) demonstrated that even a relatively 
modest national records system re<fuiree considerable funds and personnel, both tar 
development and day-to-day toleration. State costs are in addition to these costs. De- 
pending on what type of commercial clearinghouse is considered, it could involve 
substantially more records and data revisions which would make it even more costly 
than the NDR. 

d. Timing: I would also note that implemeation of a national clearinghouse, if it is 
determined to he neceasaiy, cannot take place overnight As you well know, while 
NHTSA is making progress in implementing our new NDR and impcntant interim 
improvements to make NDR more usef\tl to states, we do not ontidpate that the 
new automated NDR wiU he fiilly t^eratitmal until the early 1990s. Certainly, estab- 



). Enforcement: There are several alternative single license enforcement media- 
nisms that we believe deserve serious study. With sUMtantial penalties for multi^ 
" ...... . . mjiaogou, clearinghouse system may not be needed 
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require single licensee as a matter of state law, and can add their enforcement 
mechanisms to whatever Federal penalties ore established. Greater use by state It- 
censing agencies of the NDR can also help identify problem drivers with multiple 
licenses, and thus focus attention on this high-risk class of operators. The ongoing 
improvements to the NDR make this a more practical tool for the states, -and we 
would encourage its use both in issuing and renewing licenses for commercial vehi- 
cle operators. 

f. Psderalism. We are concerned that any action undertaken in this area not 
result in unnecessary or inappropriate preemption of responaibUities traditionally 
exercised hy Vbe states. We also don't want to inappropriately Federalize a state 



Federal and state motor carrier inspections also provide opportunities to uncover 
instances of multiple licensing, and to impose appropriate penalties. In that regard, 
it may be possible to develop improved documentation systems to link license num- 
bers to other driver records, such as medical certificates or driver logs, which could 



w enforcement personnel and private industry, may offer alter- 
natives to explore. Sc»ne combination of theae approaches may prove to be less ex- 
pensive, lees difBcult to implement, and more bmely than establishment of a na- 
ticmal records clearinghouse. 

We admit that we don't have all the answers at this time. We believe that a wide- 
spread public response to the ANPRM is necessary at this time, to help us in our 
regulatory efforts. It is particularly important that we obtain the views of the 
stetee, the industry, organized labor, the professional drivers themselves, and other 
affected intereete on these issues. 

We expect that the ANPRM will provide us with soUd information on which we 
can base a practical and effective solution to commercial licensing pnAilems. We 
wiU provide you with a co[9 of the ANPRM. When the docket closes, we will 
present a summary of the comments received and our a/utlysis of them to the Com- 
mittee. 

Mr. Chairman, your letter of invitation asked a number of searching and thought- 
fal questions. We will provide answers for the record, including our comments on 
specific provisions of S. 1903. We will be pleesed to provide more information if you 
have adoitioiMl questions. 

In closing, I would tike to reiterate that we welcome this committee's involvement 
and participation in efforts to reform the current licensing systems applicable to 
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commercial vehicle driven. With tlie l^al authority that the CongreeB has alraady 
given us, we are imdertaking a number of important actions which we believe 
makee further legislation at this time unnecessaiy. With the cooperation of the Con- 
gnmt, state governments, and the industi;, I believe we can achieve our mutual 
goal of an improved liceiwing system which asiuree that onl; qualified drivers oper- 
at« otMnmercial vehicles. 

I^t concludes my testimony. Thank you for this opportunity to present our 
views. I will be pleased to respond to any questions you m^ have. 

The Chairman. Our next witness is Thomas Donohiie, president 
of the American Trucking Associations. 
Mr. Donohue. 

STATEMENT OF THOMAS J. DONOHUE, PBESmENT AND CHIEr 
EXECUTIVE OFFICER, AMERICAN TRUCKING ASSOCUTIONS, INC 

Mr. Donohue. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I welcome the opportunity to address the safety initiatives con- 
tained in S. 1903, the Commercial Motor Vehicle Safety Act of 
1985, and I submit this statement on behalf of our association, the 
national trtide association of the trucking industry. 

I commend the committee and the staff for their work on this 
bill and the staff draft legislation that weis released leist week. 

As ^ou know, we support the goals, objectives, and concepts out- 
lined m the latest draft. We believe this l^islation is critically im- 
portant because the safety of trucks on the highways depends on 
the skills and good judgment of truck find busdrivers. Yet, our Na- 
tion's system of licensing truckdrivers is flawed and inadequate. Its 
deficiencies allow unqualified, unsafe drivers of heavy venicles to 
operate on our highways. 

The results are pretty clear: an increasingly heavjr toll of death, 
iiyuries, and i>roperty damage; frequent traffic tieups and in- 
creased congestion; rising insurance costs and worker's compensa- 
tion claims; a damaged industry reputation; motorists who are 
afraid to share the road with la^e vehicle^ and, finally, a situa- 
tion where it is costing lots of money to thu industry and to the 
total economy. 

The current licensing progreun for trucks in America today is in 
a crisis situation. It is shocking that our Nation has tolerated such 
a system for so long. It allows a sif^iificant minority of truckdrivers 
to shufQe licenses like a deck of cards, obtaining two, three, or a 
dozen simultaneously valid licenses, which are lised to hide viola- 
tions. 

It is a crazy quilt pattern that varies widely from State to State. 

The Eiystem fails twice. First, it fails to qualify drivers on the ve- 
hicle they are going to drive. Then it fails to get the bad drivers off 
the road. 

The Secretary of Transportation, a recognized leader in highway 
safety, expressed her outrage at the driver Ucensing mess in a 
speech last November 1985, to the Highway Users Federation. 
Some of her remarks are in my prepared testimony. 

The problem has reached epidemic proportions. 

The American Association of Motor Vehicle Administrators 
found that as many as 30 percent of America's truckdrivers have 
more than one license. The National Transportation Safety Boeu^ 
reports that 44 truckdrivers involved in serious accidents had a 
total of 63 licenses, 98 license suspensions, 104 accidents, and 456 
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traffic convictions. It is a small perceptage of the drivers that have 
a large percentage of the problem. 

State driver licensing prcwrams should qualify an individual to 
operate the type of vehicle triat the person will drive. Unfortunate- 
ly, the licensing systems in many States fail to do this. 

In 19 States, a person whose driving skills have not been tested 
or have been tested only in a car can legally drive a Ieu^ truck. 

I have listed the States in the prepared testimony and both of 
the Senators here today might want to take a look at the list of 
those States. 

Senator Rockefeller. May I interrupt the witness? 

The Chairman. Of course. 

Senator Rockefeller. Just a moment ago, you said that in 19 
States a person whose driving skills have not been tested — and 
then you said or only in a ctu-. There is a fairly substantial differ- 
ence between those two statements, and your testimony indicates 
only one of the two. 

Mr. DoNOHUE. Senator, in the leist few weeks, I have tried to get 
a few of those licenses. I have asked our State representatives to go 
out and get a few. I have a few of them right here. 

For example, in some States, you can just bring in your license, 
where you were tested, perhaps, in a Volvo or a Volkswagen or a 
Plymouth, or in some places, we are not sure, but we even think 
just a motorcycle, and nil out a questionnaire and pay your numey 
and you can get a license. 

Now, there is some lack of clarity as to whether in many of the 
States exactly how this applies. In some places, ]rou are supposed to 
hand in your license, but you can sort of talk around it. 

We found that in some States you can go in and say well, I really 
want to keep my Ucense because I need it to drive my personal 
family car where I live, and you can work those arrai^ements. 

Wniat I am basically sayii^ is that in 19 States, you do not have 
to get in a truck, you don t have to be tested in that truck. You can 
either be tested in a car, right then, or it can be assumed that be- 
cause you have some other form of Ucense, at one time or another 
you were tested. 

Now, for example, I was down in West Virginia not long ago for 
a very important and useful meetii^ with msmy of your colleagues 
Emd uie trucking people. Had I been willing to go the 80 miles up 
the road, to spend a fee and take the written test, which I probably 
could have pa^ed had I read the book, I could have a license right 
now, today, to drive an 18 wheeler truck in West Virginia. 

Sir, that would be dangerous. 

Let me go on. 

Derating under the hypothesis that in many States I could 
obtmn a license, as I mentioned, we have asked uie State associa- 
tion managers to do that. I have given you some of that back- 
ground. 

In addition, the State licensing procedures should provide a com- 
plete driving record of all driving infractions. Twenty States still 
do not belong to the national driver license compact, which facili- 
tates exchange of traffic violations. But that compeict gets the real 
serious violations, like driving under the influence and manslaiigh- 
ter and things like that, but leaves much out. We saw a record just 
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the other day where a fellow who was apprehended had 113 points 
on his Ucense, and he still was driving around. 

Because the States have demonstrated an inabiliW to correct the 
situation, the Federal Government must act. We beueve the Feder- 
al Government has an obligation to insure uniformity in licensing 
requirements so that fin individual cannot operate a large truck 
without experience; set deadlines so the motoring public is not sub- 
jected to the glacial pace of State-by-State progress; coordinate by 
providing a single place where State ofEiciELls can determine if an 
applicant already has a Ucense; and help fund the startup costs. 

These are Intimate Federal functions which help the Stetea 
cany out their essentiEil responsibility. 

The entire highway transportation community is tmited on this 
bill. There is a unanimity of feeling that we have a problem and 
that we ought to move ahead. 

There are some questions of technical interpretation, but there is 
a united feeling on this question. 

So, what is Uie solution? 

In summary, we need a law that requires issuance of a single li- 
cense by the States under uniform standards set up by the Federal 
Government; that qualifies the individusJ on the type of vehicle 
that he is to drive; that maintains a complete record of sM moving 
violations that will be exchfinged between the States; that requires 
all drivers of heavy trucks, r^ardless of whether they operate in 
interstate or intrastate commerce, to obtain a commercial drivers 
license emd employs a unique identifier to make sure that they do 
not have more than one license. 

We strongly urge the Congress to enact our programs to assure 
the pubUc that heavy vehicle operators have one license, one 
reconl, and are qualified to operate the vehicle. 

Let me just hit two items as I wrap up, Mr. Chairmfm. 

The trucking industry also supports an increase in funding of the 
Motor Carrier Safety Assistance Program. This excellent progrtun 
has tremendous potentifd for making mcgor improvemente in the 
safe operation of trucks through roadside inspections. 

We further endorse the look and listen, as opposed to random 
system of inspectii^ drivers and vehicles. 

You don't have to be a skilled expert to see the trucks that are 
in ill repair and the drivers that do not seem to be functioning 
weU. 

We support roadside testing for drug and alcohol use as well. 

We would also like to see one paragraph that Eisks the shippers 
to share in the legal responsibility for intentionally overloading a 
truck or intentionally requiring a driver to drive ffister or longer 
than the law allows. 

Finally, let me just say a word about the testimony this morning 
from the DOT. 

Under their system, there won't be a central file; there won't be 
a unique identifier. It will still be possible to have multiple li- 
censes. We still will not have an effective violations record and we 
will not be able to have effective enforcement. 

We do not need, as they suggest, both a national hcense and a 
Ucense for hazardous materials movement because tliat would be 
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another duplication — two Licenses — another chance to play it &om 
one license to another. 

The preemption arffument offered by DOT is hollow. They pre- 
empt now — on seat— belts, on speed, on drinking ages. They luive 
just suggested a license for hazardous materials movement, which 
IS a Federal license preempting the States. 

The DOT pn^am, at me rate it has been going, will take ap- 
proximately 20 years. 

Mr. Chau*man, we need action now involving the leadership in 
the Congress, to move forward, to get a single license with a umque 
identifier, with a clearing house for violations, and standards that 
are universal in application. 

We do not need years and years of study. We have been studying 
it for a long time. We could get this agreed to in a big hurry. Hie 
schedule su^^ested in your bill is very, very applicable. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

The Chairman. Tell me, now, about the problem of multiple li- 
censes and why you think this bill corrects that problem? What is 
the problem of somebody having a whole pocket full of licenses? 

Mr. DoNOHUE. If we assume that the motor vehicle adnmustra- 
tors are correct, then 30 percent of the drivers have multiple li- 
censes — Mr. Chairman, if I am driving a truck in your State and 
get stopped for speeding, I would reach into my pocket of licenses 
and womd take out my license from West Virginia. At that point I 
may have to pay a fine or come in at another time to pay a fine. 
But that violation does not go on record in the place where n^ li- 
cense is issued, in Maryland for instance. If I have four or five li- 
censes, instead of beii^ put off the road for havii^ 10 tickets, I can 
spread those tickets around. This is because msiny of the States do 
not participate in the driver license compact; and, if they do, they 
do not exchange moving violations information. 

Why, I could go on forever. I could amass 100 violations, and 
nobody is going to stop me. 

When you stop, you take your deck of ceu-ds and figure out where 
you are. 

The Chaihman. And a uniform license would fix that? 

Mr. DoNOHUE. Yes, sir; because there would be only one accepta- 
ble license. It would have a picture and a fingerprint on it. It would 
have the name of the State. It would say that I am from Missouri, 
or Maryland. And if I got a violation in West Virginia, then that 
would be communicated by the West Vii^inia State Motor Vehicle 
pecrple to the State where the license was issued. 

Tne Chairman. And it would count against your license in Mis- 
souri? 

Mr. DoNOHUE. That's right, sir. 

Now, that brings us to the question that in your l^^ation there 
is some question about how many tickets somebody should be al- 
lowed to have. 

Now, when you drive 100,000 miles a year, to suffieat that two 
instances of failing to keep to the right in 3 years or something like 
that would take awE^ ^our license, we would have to look at that. 
We have to be realistic and say major violations, Euid that just 
takes some technical discussions. 
' The Chairhan. Let me ask you another question. 
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Supposiiig aomebody has a commercial license and then just an 
individual driver's license, and be is oif the job and is just driinng 
around on the weekend. Let's say he has had too much to drink 
and he is stopped. 

Should the revocation of his individual's driver's license carry 
with it the revocation of his commercial license? 

Mr. DoNOHUE. First of edl, it is my understanding, Mr. Chair- 
man, that the courts have ruled, although not as clearly as th^ 
might, that driving on personal time on your personal affairs 
should not affect losing your license to make a living. 

But I believe in a matter, for example, of someone who has been 
convicted of drinking and driving, or driving under the influence, 
that there certainly should be some consideration of how that af- 
fects his abiUt? to perform on an 18 wheeler. Under the plan that 
you have and that we are supporting, the only thing that would be 
exchanged are those Eictivities that took place while using his com- 
mercial driver's license driving a truck over 26,000 pounds. 

If we could get that far, we would make a m^or dent in the proc- 
ess. Then you could see and perhaps study whether there is a need 
to include the individual license. 

But, when you get to that, the level of support for the program 
quickly b^iins to break down because you now get into edl the 
questions of civil rights. 

Right now, we are talking about people who drive large trucks 
for a living, for economic gain. There is significant precedent to 
allow us to put these licenses in place. 

"nie Chakman. All right. 

Let me just announce that, unfortunately, the timer is on the 
fritz. We try to keep witnesses to 5 minutes and questions to 5 min- 
utes. The timer is not going, so we will observe a rule of reason. 

Senator Rockefeller. 

Senator Rockbpelleb. Thank you. 

In the coal trucking business, there is an interesting tension be- 
tween those who drive trucks and those who load the trucks. 
Trucks are often overlofided, tmd often the pressure on the truck- 
driver, who is an independent, let's say, and has three or four 
trucks, is unbeeirable. 

That raises the question that if you are a State policeman, if you 
stop the guy driving a truck who is really trying to get his bills 
paid, should you really be giving the ticket to the guy who loaded 
the truck, who overloaded it deliberately? 

Now, I don't want you to answer that question. It just brings up 
the tension between the operating companies and the drivers. 

Is there, in your judgment, too much pressure for mileage and 
performance that causes a driver, if not to drink, to prop himself 
up physically, to keep himself mentally awetke, so to speak, which 
might cause him, therefore, to take substance of some sort, to allow 
himself to push farther — which would not really be so much his or 
her fault but the fault instead of the company. There is the whole 
question as to where this blame should lie. 

You have indicated that the blame should be shared, but you 
have done it in a passing way. 



Digitized by K.rt OOQ IC 



28 

Mr. DONOHUB. Senator, I would not want it to be in a l 
way. I mentioned it in closing because it is not presently contf 
in the bill. 

I got into a lot of trouble a couple of weeks Eigo. I spoke to a lar^e 
shipper group and suggested that we have a provision in the bill 
that made them liable as well. Ihe scenario which you outlined 
does exist. 

There was a great hue fuid cry. So I took a survey. I aaked how 
many people in the room intentionally overload trucks. Nobody put 
up a hand. I asked how many people intentionally require the 
driver to go faster and longer than the law allows. Nobody put up a 
hand. 

So I asked them then why were they upset. In fact, I think it is a 
minority of shippers that create this kind of a tension. But it does 
exist. 

Freight volume in the United States is the same today as it was 
in 1980, and there are significantly more people in the trucking 
business. And they are competing, vigorously, to get loads to pey 
for their trucks and to feed uieir ramilies. 

Under those circumstances, some very small group of shippers 
create a situation that is intolerable. 

I am not going to suggest that it should lead to drugs and alcohol 
because I do not believe that. But I do believe that they must share 
the burden, and if they Eire going to do it, they have to be pimished 
for it. 

Senator Roceefbixer. Do you think that it is the larger compa- 
nies that are the more responsible, and the smaller ones that are 
in that minority? Is there any breakdown that follows that pat- 
tern? 

Mr. DoNOHUE. I think there is a mistake in this business and 
others that we always associate large with professional, and small 
with not. Many small companies are very, very professional. Many 
Ifirge companies intend to be professional. It really comes down to 
the person who is managing the shipments for that company and 
what kind of pressure are they tmder to make a budget and to keep 
their costs down. 

So, a large company could behave badly and a small company 
could behave very well. 

Senator Rockefbuxr. Well, you have given me a general 
answer. I guess I will go back to what you said. There is a small 
minority 

Mr. DoNOHUE. Yes, sir. 

Senator Rockefeller [continuing]. Which does cause this to 
happen? 

lliu-. Donohue. Yes, sir. 

Senator Rockefeller. Is that randomly scattered across the in- 
dustry as a whole with respect to the loaders and the nature of 
those particular people? Or is there a particular s^fment where it 
is stronger than elsewhere? 

How much do you mean by a minority? Are you talking about 6 
percent, 10 percent, 25 percent? 

Mr. Donohue. I think it is clustered in sectors. I think there is a 
nnall group of people within the new broker business who make 
their money by loading it up Yagh. By the way, the broker's associa- 
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tion, to their credit, is trying to put those people out of business. I 
thinlt the coal, the construction, and the heavy materials moving 
people, where you can load the truck without visibly showing that 
it is overloaded, I think some companies that are on very tight 
margins are doing it. 

I think it could be isolated and that if we had such a law, the 
State enforcement people could pretty clearly get it done. 

If you had asked Mr. Landis, who was here a little while ago, 
and used to run enforcement in Arizona, he could have told you 
who was overloading trucks. He knew. 

Senator Rockbfeller. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Chaibman. Senator Gortim. 

Senator Gorton. Mr. Donohue, I am sorry that I did not hear all 
of your testimony. 

Can you tell me, were you involved or was ATA involved in the 
drafting of the original bill and the staff draft which is before us at 
the present time? 

Mr. Donohue. Yes, Senator. We were involved in two perspec- 
tives. No. 1, we started testifying on this subject 2 years ago, and 
have had extensive discussions with the staff, and have exchanged 
technical information with them. We have encouraged vigorously 
the development of this bill. We very much support it. 

There are one or two technical tlungs that we would like to have 
been involved in a little more. But, on measure, this is a very, very 
useful bill. 

Senator Gorton. OK. 

You have anticipated my next question, which is this. With the 
staff draft which is before us now, you are substantially in agree- 
ment? 

Mr. Donohue. Yes, sir. Not only are we substantially in agree- 
ment, but so, also, you would find the unions, and the people, the 
owner-operators, for the most part, and folks from the States. The 
only people who seem to have some problem with the bill are in 
the DOT, and I think most of t^eir problems are very hoUow. 

Senator Gorton. Are you able to give me any estimate as to the 
safety impact of this bill should it be passed and fully enforced, 
say, 4 or 5 years in the future? 

Mr. Donohue. Senator, if you look at the appendix to my testi- 
mony, there are a dozen examples of very serious accidents. In 
many of those instances, as I mentioned briefly in the testimony, 
the person had more than one license, had numerous citations, aiul 
prolmbly should not have been driving that vehicle, either a bus or 
a truck. 

I believe we estimate that 30 percent of the people have multiple 
licenses. If we eliminated that, if we could get a 5-percent improve- 
ment in the serious accident rate, there would be a major reduction 
in cost to society, in suffering, in lAJury, and in death. It would pay 
for it«elf many, many times over. 

Yet, I am an optimist and I think we would get more improve- 
ment than that. 

Senator Gorton. So you think we would with the enforcement of 
this bill get at least a 5-percent reduction in serious accidents? 

Mr. Donohue. Clearly. 
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Many of our problems come from the same group of people. We 
have road teams going around this country n^t now, talkiiig to 
drivers and community people. 

We have people who have driven more than a million miles wiUt- 
out an accident and without a ticket. There are many profeaaioiial 
drivers. 

Professional truckdrivers have half the number of accidents pa 
million miles as cardrivers. But there are a small group that take 
drugs, that use alcohol, that drive recklessly, that speed, that are 
not prepared, that are not trained to drive, that don't know how to 
run the truck. We need to get those people off the road. We need 
first to train them and test them, Emd then we need to get the vio- 
lators off the road. 

Senator Gorton. Would you say that a number as small as 5 or 
10 percent of the drivers are responsible for — what — 25, 33, or 50 
percent of all serious accidents? 

Mr. DoNOHUB. I would say that 10 percent of the drivers account 
for a very signiiicant percentage of the violations, the tickets, and 
potentially the accidents, and it would be hard to put a number on 
it. But I could associate mjrself with 10 percent of the drivers and 
50 percent of the problem. 

Senator Gorton [presiding]. Thank you very much. 

Senator Exon. 

Senator ExoN. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. 

Mr. Donohue, I welcome you here and thank you for your ^:pert 
testimony. 

The main question I had was just answered when you responded 
to Senator Gorton's question about who was against this propoMd, 
and the answer that you gave was DOT. 

I have another hearing that I have to return to. But as I under- 
stand it, DOT simply was sajdng that they can do this administra* 
lively — but they have not done that yet, which convinces me ^lat 
we should have this l^islation in effect. 

While you are here, though, and since safety is the issue and the 
legislation under consideration is the Motor Vehicle Safety Act oi 
1985, which I intend to support, let me saj; this. 

I just drove back from Nebraska. I got in late last night. I agree 
with you that truckdrivers are professionals, that they do a good 
job. In fact, I follow the truckdrivers because they know the roads, 
they know the conditions, they know all of these things. Althou^ I 
would wish for a moment to correct something that you said or a^ 
you to ei^lain it a little bit better. 

You said you wanted to get the speeders off the roads. If you sot 
the speeders off the roads, there would not be any trucks travebng 
in the middle of the day. 

Now I have observed that first-hand. 

In fact, I did not observe the speed limit. The speed limit on 
those interstate highways today is set by the truckers. When I 
found out how feist the truckers were driving, I knew that that was 
the speed that I could drive. 

Somehow they have an insidious, highly efficient network at 
work. I do not think that those truckers are obeying the 55-mile- 
per-hour speed limit, which I tmderstand your organization still 
supports— for reasons that I still do not undenitand— except Uiat 
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when you look at realities today, sometimes people say do not 
bother me with reality and just leave the speed limit alone and we 
will break it. 

I jU8t want to caution you that your drivers today are not obey- 
ing the speed limit, and if you got the speed leaders off the road, 
you would close dovm the trucking industry, and you would cer^ 
tainly close down a substantial share of me commerce that we 
have today. 

So I just want to admonish your organization wliich I have great 
respect for to begin to wake up. I know everybody ducks today. The 
facts of the matter are, in my opinion, and the research that I have 
dime indicates this, that I am a lot safer travelling 65 to 70 miles 
per hour on a divided interstate, where I eliminate any chances for 
the most part of a head-on crash, than I am driving at 66 miles per 
hour on the primary and secondary roads of this Nation. 

The statistics back that up. 

In Nebraska last year, 95 percent of all the deaths on our high- 
ways were on primary and serondaiy roads, and 5 percent were on 
the interstates. That is repeated nationally— about 90 percent of all 
the highway deaths in the Nation occurred on primary and second- 
ary roads, and not on interstates. 

Now those of us who are standing up to change the speed limit 
are getting shot at by people who said we do not care about safety, 
which is absolutely ridiculous, and I resent it. I would certainly 
ask — and I don't know whether you want to make any comment on 
this today, but we are talking about highway safety— 1 would ask 
this. Do you believe that highway safety on the interstate rural 
system would be impaired if we raised the limit above the 55-mile- 
per-hour limit that is already 90 to 95 percent ignored— not only by 
the truckers, not only by the passenger cars, but by the law en- 
forcement agencies as well? 

Mr. DoNOHUE. Senator, your comments are certainly ones that I 
have heard in recent weeks, but allow me just three or four sen- 
tences of comment, if I might. 

No. 1, I certainly understand your personal position. I have a 
wifie who believes that 55 nules an hour is second gear. 

Second, I would like to make a few comments about why we have 
taken the position that we do. 

First, there is a growing group of truckers who are buying en- 
gines which are torqued or set to run at a maximum of 61 mUes an 
hour. 

Now they have done that for a number of reasons that have 
notiiing to do with the speed limit. They have done it because it 
significantly reduces their energy consimiption. They have done it 
because it reduces their maintenance costs and it extends the life 
of the truck, and because there is some eu^ment that it improves 
the safety record. But it certainly might reduce their insurance 
costs. 

Now, the reasons that ATA continues to support 55 mites an 
hour are three-fold. 

No. 1, that is the law, and I can talce no other position. 

No. 2, because there appear to be economic and safety factors 
that have helped with the truckers — although I ftgree with you, sir. 
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that if you go out on Emy interstate, you will find a great portion ol 
truckers and others that are n)eeding. 

Third is because that is the policy of our association. If the; 
bring up and adjust the policy, we might take another posture. 

But I have learned that to be an association executive, it is a 
good thing not to sit at testimony tables eind make new policy. 

But I understand your point. I understand there will be a vigOT- 
0U8 debate on this subject. We look forward to participating in it 
We will reconsider our policy bfised on the facts as they are pre- 
sented. But our emotion now is based on the fact that we are 
trying to get truckers to pay attention to the law. And, second, we 
are trying to benefit from the economic and safety consideratiom 
that we believe are involved here. 

We look forwEu^ to the debate. I think it will be an interesting 
one. 

Senator Exon. Let me ask you just one final question, then, with- 
out trying to put you on the spot. 

Are )[0U really sincere, Mr. Donohue, when you teU me that you 
are trying to get your drivers to obey the 5&'mile-per-hour speed 
limit? I have heard before about a maximum of 61 miles per hour. 
All I can tell you is this. I do not know where those trucks travcJ, 
but they do not travel on Interstates 80 and 70. They must travel 
on all the other interstates because the trucks basically set the 
speed limits, on the interstates today, the practical speed limit, re- 
gardless of tiie 55 miles per hour. If you and your organization are 
trying to convince your people, for saifety reasons or others, to obey 
the 55-mile-per-hour speed limit, you have been a miserable failure. 

Mr. Donohue. Well, I have two choices. One is not to comment 
The other is to give you a piece of information. That is this. I can 
name four or five major companies who really know how to calcu- 
late their costs, who are now buying engines that are torqued to so 
a maximum of 61 miles an hour, that have tacometers in the tru», 
and that will fire somebody who speeds, 

Senator Exon. Is that being enforced right now? 

Mr. Donohue. Yes, sir. 

You are exactly right, that if we went out right now, today, onto 
route 81 or 95, depending on the time of day, we would find people 
exceeding the speed limit. 

You know, one of the problems is that when you set a speed 
limit, you set the floor. If you go to West Vii^inia, if you go to 
Washington 

Senator E^xon. I drove to West Virginia yesterday. 

Mr. Donohue [continuing]. And you ask the enforcement people 
there when do they stop, well, they don't stop you at 55. They prob- 
ably stop you at 61. Then, if we were to move the speed limit up to 
65, then they would stop at 71. 

This is a very Intimate debate and I look forward to it. One 
thing we are not is a group of people who will not listen to facts, to 
figures, and to logic. But we have a position and we think it is 
based on reason, and it is one that we advance with some concern. 

Senator Exon. But is it not true — and 1 am sure it is true, or you 
would not have said it, Mr. Donohue — that the 61-mile-per-hour 
maximum speed would allow for increased profits more than in- 
crefised safety? 
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Mr. DoNOHUB. Sir, I am not really sure about that. 

Let me give you an example. 

By going 61 or 65, or 70, if you had a truck that would do that, 
you obviously can carry more freight over longer periods of time. 
So there are economies of making money there. 

But on the other side of that equation, if you look at the life of 
the vehicle and if you look at the cost of maintenance and if you 
look at the consumption of energy, you would have to do an analy- 
sis. It really depends on what you are hauling, what the bulk is, 
how far you are taking it. 

It is a business analysis. You could take a PC and some people 
would make money and some people would not. 

Senator ExoN. Let me ask you this question. 

I agree that unfortunately speed limits have become the floor 
rather than the limit. 

What would you say if we had a 70-mile-per-hour speed limit on 
rural interstates as a Federal pohcy— let the State have the right 
to set the speed limit at whatever it wants, 55 or 65, and mfiin^in 
the 55-mOe-per-hour speed limit on the primary and secondary 
roads where 90 to 95 percent of the deatM occur, and then have 
our enforcement mechanism of withholding funds start in at 71 
miles per hour on the interstates and 56 miles per hour on the pri- 
maries and secondaries, so that we would enforce the speed limit 
by Federal action at a reasonable level? Do you think if we had 
something like that in place, where we actually enforced a 65- or a 
70-mile-per-hour limit on the rural interstates at the option of the 
States, and enforced 55 miles per hour as the maximum speed on 
primary and secondary roads, it would have any significant adverse 
effect on safety? 

Mr. DoNOHUE. First of all, on the secondary roads, by enforcing 
at 55 miles an hour, I think it would have a very positive effect on 
safety. The question of whether the 15-mile-an-hour differential for 
all cars and trucks on rural interstates — and rural is difficult to 
define; it depends on where you live, what you decide rural is. 

Senator EbcoN. No. 1 think there is an established definition by 
Hie Demrtment of Transporation. 

Mr. DoNOHUE. Yes, there is. I understand that. But, you know, 
when you start applying it, it gets very sticky. 

As I said when I started, Mrs. Donohue would think that is great 
and 1 might bb well, and I sure know my three kids would. But I 
would just repeat that we have found economies of operation aad 
we have found it to be a httle more efficient and effective to drive 
slower. But I would not deny that you could make a case for going 
faster on the rural highways. 

Senator ExoN. Thank you, Mr. Donohue. I appreciate your frank 
remarks. 

Mr. Donohue. Thank you. Senator. 

The Chairman [presiding]. Do you have another question? 

Senator Rockefeller. Just a quick one. 

You mentioned, when you referred to the tacometers and people 
being fired, something that I wemt to follow up on. 

Suppose this bill were not to pass and we were to go back to a 
situation where enforcement is not adequate, where problems 
remain, with an 18-percent increase in accidents. Owners have re- 
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sponsibUity. You have indicated that 10 percent of the driven 
cause 50 percent of the accidents. 

It must be no enormous secret as to who those drivers are, not 
only literally, that is the number of tickets that they are known \a 
have, but through observed behavior by company personnel who 
see tjiem and through reports from others. So why are companieB 
not able to fire people who drive in this manner without Federal 
law? 

Mr. DoNOHUE. Senator, companies are moving vigorously to fint 
train drivers. We have a new driver training prc^am that has 
been running through ATA. 

Senator Rockeptzxkr. I am talking about after all of that. 

Mr. DoNOHUE. It is very important to understand what the 
standard is— to train drivers, to hire trained drivers, to make sure 
that they have people who know what is going on, and then to try 
to get rid of the folks who eire breaking the law. 

But please understand something. You own a company in West 
Virginia. You put a fellow in a truck and he drives to Cambmia. It 
is very, very hard to know what he does between West Virginia 
and California, pEu^icularly when he has a pocket fiill of Ucenses. It 
is very hard to weed out those people, find it is very, very difficult 
to understand what happens to that fellow after you iire him, if 
you do get rid of him. 

No. 1, he may go to work for another company that is less 
thoughtful about the matter; and. No. 2, he may go and get his ovrn 
truck. 

These people are like bad pennies. They keep popping up again 
and again and i^ain. 

Senator Rockefeller. But I find that an unconvincing argumrait 
I want to see the bill pass, and I am strongly for it. But I think 
that is a series of extraordinarily poor arguments, that we cannot 
tell between West Virginia and Califomia. 

Of course you can. There is observed behavior. You keep refer- 
ring to the deck of cards. There must be inside information about 
who those people are. There are people along the routes. There are 
other drivers. There are professional standards. It is a unionized 
situation. There are observations that have been made there. 

So you fire somebody eind they go to another company. Well. 
they go there somewhat less easily. 

Mr. DoNOHUE. And when they go there, the employer does not 
know. 

Senator Rockefeller. I understand that. 

But because they might ^o to emother company, it does not seem 
to me to excuse responsibility on an industr]rwide basis. Maybe 
ATA should be doing more talkii^ about this. 

Mr. DoNOHUE. Senator, I do take some exception to your analy- 
sis. But I think it is interesting that I am sitting here, pushing this 
issue, and I represent the trucking companies. 

It is not somebody else here trying to say let's put the heat <m 
the trucking companies and the truckdrivers. We are here saying 
that we are spending a lot of money, a lot of time, and a lot of 
management experience in trying to clean up our act. But the Fed- 
eral and the State system that allows people to get behind the 
wheel without any experience, without any training, and allows 
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them to carry on however they choose, without any recourse under 
the legal sy^em, is TnalriTig it very difficult for us to do our job. 

We are doing a lot and we'll do a lot more. But we need your 
help. 

Senator Rockefelles. I understand the a lot, and I understand 
the need for the lew very, very clearly. As Senator Exon, I was a 
Governor for a number of years and observed this type of issue. I 
myself stopped a lot of trucks and with State police arrested the 
drivers. 

I thoroughly understand the problem. But what I do not want to 
see from the American Trucking Association is less than the maxi- 
mum effort. 

You said to Senator Gorton that 10 percent of the people cause 
50 percent of the problem. That is not that many people within an 
averfige sized company. You Eire SE^ring that you are doing the best 
you can. 

Mr. DONOHUB. One of the problems, Senator, is that we do not 
represent every trucker. There are a lot of people we do not repre- 
sent. 

Senator Rockefeller. I understand. 

I am talking about those whom you do represent, those for whom 
you speak. 

I hope this bill paaBca. I will work for the passage of this bill. But 
I also sense a little bit of evasiveness. I mean, you blame the Feder- 
al Government — and you are right— because tnere is neither a uni- 
fbrm licensing procedure as between the States nor shared infor- 
mation. 

But you must know within, let's say, your top four companies in 
size, those people must have a way of niowing who their worst 10 
percent of drivers are and should be able to fire them. 

Mr. DoNOHUB. And they get rid of them. 

The top five companies, which I could name very quickly, axe 
United Parcel, Roaclway, CF, Yellow, Carolina Freiefat. If you look 
at tJie records there, those are professional drivers. They ^ rid of 
their bad apples. 

Senator Rockefelles. We have a number of panels to hear from 
today. Could you send me information about that, about how that 
procedure works concemiiu the firing of the 10 percent? 

Mr. DONOHUE. Yes, sir. I would be very happy to get you infor- 
mation on that, and 1 would be happy to take you or your staff to 
show you how some of these things work. It is very fascinatii^ and 
it is frustrating when you get to a certain point and you can't go 
a ny f urther on your own. 

[The information referred to foUo\re:] 

Amkhican Truckino Associatidns, Inc., 

Alexandria, VA. August 7, 1986. 
Hon. John D. Bockkfxllek, tV, 
U.S. Stttot^ Dirhatn Office Building, 
Wathittgton, DC 

Dbak Senator Rockktkllxr: As promised, I've put tosether some information on 
how "problem driven" are dealt with in the trucking industry. 

Biost carrierB make every effort to hire good drivers, to supervise them, and to 
take action with those who do not comply with r^ulationa, or who fail to operate 
tiwir vehiclM safely. The following is a brief explanation of procedures that most 
carriers follow in hiring, supervising and disciplining drivers. 
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DHIVKB OKLXCnOtt 

1. Initial Review—CBiriers review emplayvaent applicationa with apepal attcDtw 
to previous driving expemnce, record of accident involvement and violation!, ud 
previous employment An initial interview may follow for a preliminary ■— miHii 
of the applicant. 

2. Motor Vehicle Record Checks — Many carriers do not hire drivers if the rend 
check reveals: 

More than three moving violation in three years, 
License has been suspended or revoked. 

Driver has been convicted of a m^or violation such as DWI, or a violation remll' 
ins in a traffic fatalitjy, 

3. Road Test — A dnving test is given to assess the applicant's ability to handle the 
vehicle. 

4. Physical Exam — The applicant is only sent for the preacrihed medical ezamina- 
tion after basic suitability for the job has been estahlished. Carriers nonnally sdtet 
the physicians who will do the medical examinations. 

5. Pn^tion Period — Drivers are on probation for 80 days. During this time lioe- 
haul drivers typically make one to three tripe with an experienced driver. 

UANAOINQ THE DRIVINO 

1. Driver Kecord Information — Carriers attempt to manage their drivers and takt 
necessary disciplinary action. A m^jor problem is obtaining complete informatioii (n 
a driver's violations. While most companiee have rulee which require the driver to 
report any citation received while on-duty, it is still up to the driver to comply. 

The Federal Safety R^ulations require an annual report from each driver to the 
motor carrier listing all convictions for traf^c law violations, other than parking, 
regardleea of the type of vehicle being operated at the time. 

If the driver has multiple licenses, a bad record can be spread amone the licenaa 
and cannot be verified. If out-of-state convictions are not reported hack tA the irrt- 
er's home state, they will never become a matter of record. 

2. Disciplinary Action — When disciplinary action is necessary, non-union carrien 
have more latitude than unionized carriers. 

For example, Ovemite Transportation, a m^jor non-union carrier based in Virpi>- 
ia will discharge drivers who in a 12-month jieriod are convicted of 3 speeding, or 2 
following too cToee violations, or are involved in three preventable accidents. 

Union contracts prohibit discharge for most infractions unless the driver has fint 
been given at least one warning letter, a copv of which must be furnished to tht 
union. Warning letters are usually valid for only nine months. 

I^piically, disciplinary action is prt^reasive with a warning letter for the first of- 
fense, a 3-day suspension for a second offense, and a 5-day suspension for the third 
offense in a 9-month period. On the fourth offense, the driver becomee, "suhject to 
" Whether or not discharge proceedings are initiated may depend on the 
IS of the infraction and the driver's previous record. 

Carolina Freight, a m^or union carrier based in North Carelina, told me of an 
instance in which one of its driven drifted across the centerline and struck a car- 
load of state troopers. In the grievance proceeding, the driver was given only a 30- 
dvr suspension. 

Contracts do provide for discharge without prior wamiiw for m^jor infractiaDi 
such as reckless driving resulting in a serious accident, drunkenness on-du^ or 
while on company property, use of drugs, dishonesty, transportation of an unautbOT- 
ized passenger, or unprovoked assault on a supervisor. 



Since 1980. the number of carrieis with ICC authority has almost doubled from 
18,000 to 33,000. Unfortunately, many of these new carriers are not meeting their 
safety responsibilities either because of competitive pressure, lack of knowledge of 
safety requirements, or deliberate non-compliance witn existing requirements. 

ATA continues to support programs that will effect industry compliance with 
safety regulations and improve truck safety including: 

Stete roadside vehicle mspections funded through the DOT Moter Carrier SafW^ 
Assistance Program that could place unsafe trucks out of service. 

Carrier safe^ fitness determmation by DOT that could put a carrier out of busi- 
ness for an unsatisfactory safetv program. 

Driver licensing legislation tnat will qualify individuals before they are licensed, 
and assure a complete driver record. 
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The trucking industry, through the ATA afTiliated state trucking associations also 
conducts several programs to advise carrier management of the actioiu of drivers. 
These include: 

Cooperative Safety Patrol in which industry safety personnel observe truck oper- 
ations. Written reports are sent to the state association which forward them to the 
carrier management. Carriers use the reports to advise drivers that their actions 
have been observed and reported. 

Arrangements made by some state associations with state police to furnish copies 
of citations issued to truck drivers. The state associations in turn forward the infor- 
mation to the motor carrier. Unfortunately, most of the state potice organizations 
are unable to provide this service to the Industry. 

ATA endorsed service to provide motor vehicle records to carriers within 48 



The present licensing system allows drivers to easily obtain multiple licenses and 
spread violations among them cr are licensed without demonstrating that they are 
qualified to operate a commercial vehicle. Too often, these problems are not known 
until a major accident occurs. The best remedy for addressing the situation is 
through the Joint federal/ state/ industry effort 1 outlined in my testimony which 
will insure that: 

Drivers are tested on the type of equipment they will operate; 

Commercial drivers have one valid license at any time; and 

There is full interchange of information on tratiic law convictions between states 
which assure a complete driver record. 

Thank you for your interest in truck safety and your statement of support for the 
legislation. If you have any questions or would like to discuss this matter further, 
please do not hesitate to contact me. 
Sincerely, 

Thomas J, Donohub. 

Mr. DoNOHUE. We are really leading the charge on this issue. I 
take your commenta very seriously. There ia clearly much more 
that we can do. 

We are looking every day for more things that we can do because 
there is a bottom line. 

Not only do we have a responsibility to the community and to the 
people who work for us, not only does it make good business, but we 
have no Intimacy here in this Congress or in any of the State 
legislatures if we are not out in the forefront on safety. 

Senator Rockefeller. Thank you. 

Senator Exon. Mr. Chairman, I have just one more comment. 

To back up and support you on your position a little bit, Mr. 
Donohue, when you mentioned United Parcel, I remembered that 
somewhere around Columbus, OH, I passed, and all the other trucks 
passed, the United Parcel truck. It was driving at 55 miles per hour. 

Mr. Donohue. And they make more money than anybody else. 

Senator Exon. I salute them for that. 

But I would say, though, that I was cussing them for a mile and a 
half because they had traffic backed up for a mile and a half behind 
them. 

Mr. Donohue. Both you zind Mrs. Donohue. 

Senator Exon. So there are both pros and cons. 

The Chairman. Thank you very much, Mr. Donohue. 

Mr. Donohue. Thsmk you, sir. 

[The statement follows:] 
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I. INTRODUCTION AND BXBCUTIVB SUMMARY 

I am Thomas J, Donohue, President and Chief Executive Officer, American Tnu*- 
ing Associations. I welcome the opportunity to address the safety initiativeB con- 
tained in S. 1903, the "Commercial Motor Vehicle Safety Act of 1985." 

I submit this statement on behalf of ATA, the nationa] trade association of the 
trucking industry. Through its 51 affiliated trucking associations located in eveiy 
state and the District of Columbia, 11 aflUiated conferences, and several thoiuaod 
individual motor carriers, ATA represents every type and class of motor carrier in 
the country: for-hire and private; regulated and exempt, 

I commend the Committee and staff on S. 1903 and the staff draft le^lation n- 
leased last week. We support the goals, objectives, and concepts outlined in tbs 
lat«at draft. We believe the licensing aspect of this legislation is critically impartailt 
because the safety of trucks on the highways depend on the skills and eood judge- 
ment of truck and bus drivers. Yet our nation's system of licensing truck driven is 
flawed and inadequate. Its deficiencies allow unqualified, unsafe dnvers of heavy ve- 
hicles to operate on our highways. 

The result is: 

A heavy toll in deaths, injuries, and property damage from preventable accidents; 

Frequent traffic tie-ups and increased congestion on the roads 

Rising insurance costs and worker's compensation claims; 

A damaged trucking industry reputation; 

Motorists who are ^raid to share the road with large vehicle^ and finally 

Tarnished reputation of the great majority of truck drivers who are conscientiauB 
and professional. 

The current licensing program for trucks in America today is in a crisis aituatiML 
It is shocking that our nation has tolerated such a system for so long. It allwi a 
significant minority of truck drivers to ahufHe licenses like a deck of cards, obtain- 
ing two, three, or a dozen simultaneously valid licenses, which are used to hide vio- 
lations. It is a crazy quilt pattern that varies widely from state to state. The syston 
fails twice: (1) it f£uls to qualify drivers on the vehicle they will drive and (2) it foib 
to get the bad drivers off the road. 

SecretaiT of Transportation Elizabeth Dole, a recognized leader in highway safMy, 
expressed her outrage at the driver licensing mees in a speech last November to the 
Hi^way Users Federation: 

There is another serious problem we must address, namely the fact that in 20 
[now 19] of our states, any person who is licensed to drive an automobUe can also 
legally drive a tractor-trailer without first meeting any formal state training, test- 
ing or operator licensing requirements. Quite frankly, this is outrageous. It should 
worry any American who drives or rides as a passenger on the same roads shared 
with tractor-trailer vehicles. 

Nor does this exhaust my concerns. What about the ease with which drivers can 
obtain multiple licenses and records to match? In fact, we have evidence that some 
drivers — including truck and bus drivers— may possess licenses in several states (A 
the same time. Why? To hide accidents and traffic violations and avoid state en- 
forcement action, such as license revocation. The National Transportation Safety 
Board has found that three separate levels of commercial driver screening notwith- 
standing, states continue to license problem drivers to operate heavy trucks. 

The problem has reached epidemic proportions: 

The American Association of Motor Vehicle Administrators found that as many 
as 30 percent of America's truck drivers have more than one license. 

The National Transportation Safety Board reports that 44 truck drivers involved 
in serious accidents had a total of 63 licenses, 98 license suspensions, 104 accidents, 
and 456 traffic convictions. 

State driver licensing programs should qualify an individual to operate the kinds 
of vehicles that the person will drive. Unfortunatefy, the licensing systems in many 
states fail to do this. In 19 states a person whose driving skills have been tested only 
in a car con legally drive a large truck. These states are: 

Alabama, Alaska, Arizona. Arkansas, Florida. Idaho, Indiana, Kentucky, Missis- 
sippi. Missouri, Montana, Ohio, Oklahoma, Or^on, South Dakota, Tennessee, Ver- 
mont, West Virginia, and Wisconsin. 

In addition, state licensing procedures should provide a complete driving record <rf 
all driving infractions. Twenty states still do not belong to the National Driver Li- 
cense Compact which facilitates exchange of traffic violation information. These 

Alaska, Connecticut, Georgia, Kentucky, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, 
■meeota. New Hampshire, North Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio, Pennsylvania, 
>de Island, South Carolina, South Dakota, Texas, Vermont, Wisconsin, and Wyiy 
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ause the states have demonstrated an inability to correct this situation, the 
al govenunent must act. Its action, however, need not be a m^jor incursion 
raditional state activity. For example, we do not beheve that there should be a 
al drivers license for commercial truck drivers similar to that of airline pilots. 
> believe that the Federal government has an obligation to; 
nire uniformity in licensing requirements so that an individual cannot operate 
-wheeler with go-kart experience, 
deadlines so the motoring public isn't subject to the glacial pace of state-by- 



Tdinate, bv providing a single place where state officials can determine if an 
»nt alreaoy has a license; and 

f filed start up costs through the use of already collected user fees, to supple- 
mcreased license fees. 

»e are legitimate Federal functions which help states carry out their essential 
osibilitiee. Precedent has already been established through Federal safety belt 
rements, drinking age limits, and speed limits. More recently, DOT has pro- 
that a driver transporting hazardous materials have only one license. A 
!, uniform, commercial driver's license is just as important to highway safety 
se other Federal actions. 

narkably, the entire highway transportation community is united in support of 
iproved licensing system. A broad spectrum of national organizations con- 
d with highway safety, such as auto clubs, manufacturers, shippers, insurers, 
. owner operators, and motor vehicle administrators, agrees on the need for a 

at is the solution? In summary, the ATA program incorporates the following 

ling a single license, by the states, under uniform Btandards established by the 

vl government; 

ilifyin^ the individual on the type of vehicle that is going to be operated; 

intaimng a complete record of all moving violations that will be exchanged be- 

I states; 

[Uiiing all drivers of heavy truclu, regardless of whether they operate in intra- 

«T8tate commerce, to obtain a commercial driver's license; and 

ablishing a central identifier file to prevent multiple licenses. 

strongly urge Congreaa to enact our program to assure the public that heavy 
le oper^ors have one license, one record, and are qualified to operate these 
lee. 

) trucking industry also supports increases in the funding of the Motor Carrier 
f Assistance Program. This excellent program has tremendous potential for 
ng major improvements in the safety of truck operations. 
) trucking industry supports programs for roadside inspections of drivers and 
lee and endorses the look and listen" methods of selecting drivers and vehi- 
ar inspection. 

t trucking industry believes that legislation must impose a penalty on shippers 
gents who encourage drivers and motor carriers to violate speed laws, hours of 
» regulations, and size and weight laws. These persons should be subject to the 

migor penalties that can now be imposed on drivers and motor carriers for 
violations, 
pendix A contains my answers to the specific questions posed by the committee 

invitation to testify. 

n. A SINGLE, UNIFORM COHMERCIAI. UCENBE: A LOGICAL SOLUTION 

9 use of multiple licenses has only one purpose: to enable bad drivers to spread 
iolations to hide a pattern of unsafe driving. Our current system allows a pat- 
jt abuse. Drivers today can obtain additional licenses by changing their names, 
. security numbers, addressee, and other documentation. 

October, 1965, ATA endorsed the "one driver-one license" program of the 
■ican Amociation of Motor Vehicle Administrators. Yet, more than 20 years 
the states are not effectively restricting drivers to one license. According to 
[ational Highway Traffic Safety Administration, "There is an extensive lack of 
nnancs with the one licenscKine record concept, even though all jurisdictions 
it." 

Srst glance it would appear that the easiest solution for prohibiting multiple 
MB would be for the Federal government to issue a Federal driver s license. 
1^ pilots — commercial and private — receive a Federal license regardless of 
e the pilot lives, stores his plane, or operates the aircraft. Even if the pilot 
- CTOMes a state line, he is still required to have the Federal pilot's license. 
r^^ factors argue against a Federal driver's license: 
Iyer's licenses have been a traditional state prerogative; 

itee already have the facilities and trained personnel and the federal govern- 
does no^ and ^ , 
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States would Iom income. 

A more workable program is one in which the states continue to perform the li- 
censing functions: testing, qualiiying, record-keeping, and iaaiiing and revoking b- 
censes. The Federal responsiDility is to ensure umfonnity in licensing requiremeat^ 
set deadlines to ensure timely application: coordinate a central identiiication fil^ 
and help fund start up costs. 

This Federal/state partnership will ensure the safe^ of all highway users. Feder- 
al standards of applicability must be established. Other key components (rf tbii 
system incldue: a unique identifier, a central identification file, uniform testing, and 
record-information exchange. 

Applwability ofliceneing requirementa 

Intra- and Interstate Commerce. Licensees should be required to carry a lioniie 
validated for the operation of a conunercisl vehicle whether they are driving in in- 
terestate commerce or intrastate commerce. The nature of the operation, potenti^ 
hazards, and the knowledge and skill necessary for safe driving are dependent on 
the size and type of vehicle, not on whether it is operating in interstate or intn- 



If the requirements are not made applicable to intrastate drivers it vrill be eaqr 
for any driver of a heavy commercial vehicle to obtain addtional licensee in ad^oio- 
ing states and operate in each state I^ally, and operate in interstate commenx 
with little fear of being detected as a non-licensed interstate driver. 

The operating characteristics that apply to heavy commercial vehicles in inter- 
and intrastate commerce apply to all drivers. Therefore, all drivers, including kcff- 
emment employees, should be included in the licensing program. 

Vehicle Clasaes and Weights. The National System should focus on the driven of 
two classes of vehicles: heavy straight trucks and combination vehicles, with grcsi 
vehicle weight ratings of more than 26,000 pounds. These vehicles have the greatest 
potential for involvement in accidents whicn cause death, serious iiuury, and ma)v 

Cperty damage because of their size, the distances they travel from their home 
i, operating conditions, and the mileages they accumulate which may be as bi^ 
as 200,000 miles per year. The drivers of the vehicles must have the highest level of 
competence to operate safely. 

If the system is limited to drivers of these classes of vehicles there will be 1«* 
cost, less burden on licensing agencies, and greater program effectiveness, lie 
trucking industry advocates the licensing classes of National Highway Traffic SafMy 
Administration and American Association of Motor Vehicle Administrators. 

ATA does not believe drivers of commercial vehicles weighing 26,000 pounds ErOM 
vehicle weight or less should be required to have a commercial drivers licfoue. Low- 
ering the threshold would increase the number of applicable vehicles from 1.6 mil- 
Uon to 3.6 million, a 122 percent increase. Assuming the same ration of IVi driven 
per vehicle, 5.4 million drivers would be required to have a commerical driver's li- 
cense. 

Most drivers of these lighter trucks are not engaged in inteistate commerce and 
do not cross state lines. As a result, there is less opportunity to acquire a multiide 
license. According to the 1982 Truck Inventory and Use Survey, the lai^^est percwit- 
f«e of the two million trucks between 10,000 and 26,000 pounds GroM Vehide 
Weight are engaged in agriculture: 

Annt 
Agriculture „ _ ... SU 



Furthermore, vehicles used in daily rental present a unique problem. Ilie most 
visible of these vehicles are the ones people rent on weekends to move their (Umi- 
ture across town. It would appear to t>e excessive to require these operators to have 
a commercial drivers license. 
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Hazardous Materiala. ATA does not believe that drivers of hazardous materials 
should be required to hold a special licenae. Over 250,000 shipments of hazardous 
materiak are tranapori^d each daj by trucks. If all thme shipments were moved by 
a core group of drivers, e.g. tank truck drivers, it would be easier to eetabtish special 
requirements. Unfortunately, a large percentage of these shipmentB are hauled in 
dry frieght vans in both truckload and less than truckload shipments. Carrier man- 
agement does not know from one day to the next whether the trailer will contain a 
hazardous material. For example, a local pickup and delivery driver never knows 
when he leaves the terminal whether or not he will pick up a hazardous materials 
shipment. As a result, most carriers would require their drivers to obtain a hazard- 
ous materials hcense. 

In addition; a separate hazardous materials license would may create a two-li- 
cense situation. Albeit on a smaller scale, drivers would once again have the oppor- 
tunity to spread violations between two hcenses. 

We believe that much of the fear concerning drivers transporting hazardous mate- 
rials will be reduced once we are assured that all commercial drivers have one li- 
cense, one record, and are qualified to drive a big truck. We do not believe the state 
motor vehicle administrators have the ability to qualify drivers for hazardous mate- 
rials transpori^tion. Such a requirement would result in unwarranted administra- 
tive and cost burdens for the state. 

Driver training and certification for hazardous materials can best be accom- 
plished by federal requirements for training to be provided by the employer. This 
approach allows the training to be operation specific. Current federal hazardous ma- 
terials regulations require hazardous material training for drivers, yet the current 
requirement is too vague. The Department of Transportation has proposed, and 
ATA will support, requirements for more comprehensive hazardous materials train- 
ing fbr drivers. 

Certainly the fatality figures indicate that licensing problems are greater for all 
drivers than for hazardous materials driveis. In 1984, there were more than 4,000 
truck involved fatal accidents. Only four deaths resulted from the release of hazard- 
ous materials. 
Unique identifier 

The only way to assure that a heavy vehicle driver has only one license is to have 
a unique identifier as an intr^ral part of the license. The identifier must be a per- 
sonal characteristic that cannot be changed by the individual for the purpose of as- 
sunoing a different identity to obtain an additional license. 

The trucking industry believes that the most practical identifier system is finger- 
printing. New technology enables more effective use of fingerprints than in the past. 
lliey can be rapiJdW transmitted over telephone lines, and quickly checked by lasser 
scanning. As an alternative, facsimile transmission through the U.S. mails can be 
used. Through comparison with fingerprints at a central file, a determination can 
be made if a hcense applicant has already obtained a hcense. If the person is li- 
censed in another jurisdiction, the second application would be automatically 
denied. 

The uae of a fingerprint system for Ucensing commercial vehicle drivers does not 
appear to be an invasion of the privacy of commercial driven because it is for the 
purpose of qualifying them for use of the highways for occupational purpoeee. 

It is imperative that practical and effective measures such as fingerprinting be 
included in the licensing process to protect the public from unsafe commercial vehi- 
de operations. 

The Tuiticnal commercial driver identifier file 

A unique identifier is not a complete solution. It must be used in conjunction with 
a central file that identifies all hcensed drivers of heavy commercial vehicles. This 
file should be maintained by the Federal government for access by all states and by 
employers and other users of licensed drivers of heavy commercial motor vehicles. 

'Hie Identifier File would list each individual holding a license. Once a state has 
sent identification for an individual to the File it would not be possible for that 
person to obtain a license from a different state while the initial state's license is 
valid. 

The best available estimates indicate that approximately 900,000 truck-tractora 
and about 700,000 straight trucks exceed 26,000 pounds gross vehicle weight Allow- 
ing a factor of I'A drivers per vehicle, we estimate that 2.4 million drivers would be 
covered by the National Commercial Driver License program. 
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Baaed on the four-year license renewal qrde in effect in moot states, an eatonatat 
600,000 drivers per year would be entered into the system. Within fiiur yean, ill 
current drivers would be processed. 

Teating 

Hie Federal government must establish uniform standards to teat the driver's: 

Knowledge of trafSc laws, r^ulations, and rules of the rood; 

Knowledge of ttw vehicle and vehicle inspection procedures; 

&ill is actually operating the vehicle in various traflic situatioiis cox Qm hi^mj; 
and 

Physical fitness to capably handle a large tractor-semitrailer. 

Driver record information 

It's not enough to know that a driver has only one license and is qualified to drin 
his vehicle. The licensing program for driven of heavy commercial vehicles mut 
also provide for the transfer of all moving violation information fixnn the state 
where the violation occurred to the state where the driver's license was issued. 

The principle of information exchange by the states is incorporated in the Drim 
license Compact but it is not fiiily effective because: 

Only 30 states are currently participating; 

The states are exchanging information only for extreme violations, such as n 
slaughter, negligent homicide, DWI, etc. 

The changes in the National Driver Register (NDR) which are now in the proccM 
of being implemented will not be effective in addressing these concerns because no 
driver will be listed in the NDR until that driver has already developed an uosatii- 
factory record as evidenced by loaa of driving privil^fes, or by conviction of specified 
extremely bad traffic violations. 

m, IMFLEMXNTATION 

A program of this scope and importance requires timely implementation bjr Fad- 
era! and state governments. It must also provide adequate funding for start op 
costs, incentives to encourage state participation, and sanctions for violationB. 
Sehtdulet 

The Secretary of Transportation should be required to establish national stand- 
ards for licensing, testing, qualification, and classification hy Septonber 1, 198T. 
States should estaldish classUied license programs that meet Fedraal requiranenli 
by September 1, 1988. The central file Am»M also be <^erational by Sc^iteniber 1, 
1988 to ensure that no unqualified drivers are licensed or receive multiide lirmism 
All state programs must be in fUl operation ^ September 30, 1989 to avrod sanc^ 
tions. While these are ti^t deadlines, they are achievable. ATA pledges to he^ the 
Secretary and the states to meet these deadlines. 
Funding 

The trucking industry firmly believes in user supported programs. Start up fund- 
ing for the commercial driver licensing program should come from a Federal grant 
baaed on already-coUected user fees in the Highway Trust Fund. General operatiiig 
expenses will be covered by licensing fees. 

"" .- . ■ .gj^ yp Qgg(g fdj buying 

._. n (see Appendix Dfor details). These fi „_ 

Idotor Carrier Safety Assistance Program, provided that the program ftinding is in- 
creased trwa its current level of $17 million to $60 million as pn^xised by the Secre- 
tary of Transportation, and as proposed in S, 1903. 

MCSAP is a highly effective truck safety program that is strongly supported by 48 
states and the truclung industry. Its primary focus has been on roadside inspectitns 
of vehicles, drivers and loads so tiiat those which are defective can be identified and 
removed &om service. It is appropriate, therefore, to use MCSAP funding to estsb- 
lish a driver license control system that will be nationally effective and which will 
complement the roadside inspection program. 

Operating costs of the National Ccmmiercial Driver License Program can b« 
funded firom an increase in the commercial driver license fee. The amount of the 
license fee should reflect the real cost of license processing. This approach is sjmilai 
to other professional licensing fees, such as those paid by plumbers, electricians, and 
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Sanctions /br the Statm 

The effectiveneaa of thin program depends entirely on the fUIl participation of 
every citato. If the Driver Compact ia any indication, it will be well into the Slst 
Century before all the states adopt this program under a voluntary arrangement. 
We believe sanctions must be impoeed to require states to join the program. These 
sanctions could include the witbWding of highway funds or iqfunctive reli^ for 
non-participation. 

Sanctioru for the driver 

Current provisions of the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Beguladons provide for 
disqualification of a driver under specified conditions, including criminal miscon- 
duct such as driving under the influence of alcohol and other drugs, leaving the 
■cane of an accident resulting in death or personal iiyury, and commissioa of a 
felony involving use of a motor vehicle. 

ATA agrees that there should be penalties for m^jor moving violations if a pat- 
tern of violations is present We believe such a pattern is eetabUahed when a driver 
receives citations for three moving violations in a year. We do not believe a pattern 
is establirhed by fewer violations in more years, such as two violations in three 
years, particularly when one considers a truck driver can drive 100,000 miles or 
more a year, almost tm times the mileage of a tjpical automobile driver. 

We believe the Committee should be aware of a court decision, which held that 
disqualification for these kinds of misconduct is limited to violations occurring while 
Uw driver was on duty and acting in the furtherance of the business of a motor 



IV, INSPECTION or DRIVKBS AND VEHICLES 

The trucking industry strongly endorses roadside inspections, the Motor Carrier 
Safe^ AsBstance Program, and similar activities. We beUeve inspections should 
i¥niTiiiiiw» the efficiency of inspectors and minimize costs. Therefore the industry ad- 
vocates "look and listen" inspections whereby inapecton select vehicles for inspec- 
tions based on whether or not a vehicle looks or sounds bad. 

The industry does not support inspections which involve selection of vehicles on a 
random basis. In a random selection program, the inspector usually takes the clos- 
est vehicle available to him/her, or on a statistical basis takes the Mh vehicle 
awsj. Titn result (£ r«ndom selection is that the inspector will frequently select a 
vehicle that is obviously in good ccmdition and have to ignore another vehicle that is 
just as obviously in poor condition. 

Using the "look and listen" selection method, inspecton find more defects and 
j^|ace more vehicles out of service than they would if they did random inspections. 
This method of selecting vehicles for inspections is cost effective and does more for 
safety tJian random inspection programs. 

We believe that the same principles can be applied to inspection of drivers. If a 
driver appears to be in poor condition, there may be justification for an inspection 
to determme If the driver is under the influence of dnigs or alcohol. 

lite trucking industry recognizee the hazards created by drivers under the influ- 
ence of altxriiol and other drugs, but we believe that the screening of drivers should 
be based on probable cause, rather than random selection. In addition, legislation 
should providlB sa£%uards to protect rights and health of the driver by assuring that 
accepted medical practices are followed in any testing program. 

V. COHHKRCIAL MOTOR VEHICLI BAPETY FUND 

Tlw truddng industry supports uniform, fair, and equitable enforcement, and ade- 
quate finding for enforcement activities. Our industry is concerned, however, about 
any program which relies upon the collection of fines for the funding of such en- 
forceiDMit activities. 

Host political jurisdictions do not fbnd enforcement activities from fines collected 
by enforcement agencies. It is an uncommon practice that is disfavored in the law 
today. It is merous and should be avoided in this l^islation. 

VI. APPKOPRUnOHS rOK THE U0T08 CARRIER SAmY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 
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to reduce commerciaJ vehicle accident, and the deatha, injuries, and property 
damage resulting therefrom. 

Thia potential can be realized given the funding levels for MCSAF in S1903. llieM 
levels are necessary to enable states to establish oreanizations, hire personnel, and 
cmduct programs to enforce Federal Motor Carrier Safety Regulations. 

llie MCSAP authorization proposal in S. 1903 for increases in fUndin^ in the 
early yean, with a leveling off thereafter, will firmly establish the federal intent to 
carry out a long range prc^am in truck safety. This will encourage states and give 
them incentive to make their own commitroenta with the knowledge that festal 
funding will not unexpectedly disappear. 

VII. raNALnsa fob aiding and abetting violations 
Truck drivers and motor carriers sometimes operate in violation of certain lam 
and regulations involving weight, hours of service, or speed limit, because of pres- 
sures imposed on them by shippers and agents. 

Shippers and agents may threaten carriers with loss of business- Or they ma; 
offer an incentive, such as a bonus for providing the ill^(al service. ATA has re- 
ceived many complaints from drivers and carriers about such practices by shippen 
and agents. In some cases, weight enforcement ofTicials have penalized shippers who 
overload a vehicle or container. Usually, however, the penalty is imposed on the 
driver or the carrier. 

ATA does not oppose the imposition of penalties on drivers and carriers that vio- 
late the law. But if these practices are to be stopped, penalties must also be imposed 
on shippers and agents who aid and abet such violations. 



In summary, the trucking industry supports the objectives of S. 1903. Legislation 
to improve the commercial driver licensing and driver record systems is urgentiy 
needed. Such legislation should embrace the following features; 

Licenses should be issued by the states; 

Classes of licenses should be established for the types of vehiclee to be operated; 

Federal testing standards should be established; 

A central identifier file of fingerprints and other identification should be used to 
prevent multiple licensing; 

The requirements should apply to interstate and intrasate drivers; and 

All states should participate in the exchange of traffic violator information. 

The trucking industry also supports increases in the funding of the Motor Carrier 
Safety Assistance Program. This excellent pn^am has tremendous potential for 
making major improvements in the safety of truck operations. 



The trucking industry believes that legislation must impose a penalty on shippers 



QUBOTIONB OF THE COMMTITBE AND THE ANSWEBS 



can't hide violations among several licenses. 
Drivers will be better qualified so they'll make fewer mistakes. 
Even good drivers will try to be safer because they will know that driving mis- 
takes can hurt their record and jeopardize their license. 
Question 2. What should be the goals of the commercial drivers licensing system? 

r. There is only one goal: to reduce accidents. 

blic and truck drivers must be protect 
8 must be protected from lose of valuable ei 
costs, higher insurance costs, loss of business, and a bad image. 

To achieve this goal the system must assure that drivers are qualified; that they 
have only one license; and that they have an acceptable traffic record. 
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(a) Will theee goala be best accomplished by a national license issued by the De- 
partment of Transportation or a uniitirm license issued by the Stat«s? 

Why create anower federal bureaucracy? A uniform license issued by the states is 
more efficient and effective. The states already have the organization, staff, and fa- 
cilitieB for licensing. Federal licensing would cost more and accomplish lees. 

Question 3. What standards should a licensing program provide for? 

Answer. The standards must prove that a driver is skilled, knowledgeable, and 
pl^^cally fit 

There must be tests that mean something, such as driving tests in a truck, not a 
car; tests of knowledge about truck safety; and periodic physical exams. 

"niere must be good records systems to make it easier to detect unsafe driven. 

liiere must be uniformity of standards and universal implementation of them by 
the states. 

The standards should cover: 

Classes of Licenses.— The one driver-one license concept should be adopted. The 
classes of licensee for a Uniform Conunercial D river license Program should be: 

(i) Class A.~A11 combination units with a GVWR of more than 26,000 pounds. 

(ii) Class B.— Any single-unit truck with a GVWR of more than 26,000 pounds, in- 
cluding those with a trailer or other unit with a GVWR of 10,000 pounds or less. 

(b) Written Testing— Each driver should pass a written examination in English 
covering general tranic laws, special r^n^tions appUcable to truck operation, and 
safe driving principlee. 

(c) Road Testing, — This is the most important single element of licensing. It must 
evaluate the driver's basic ability to handle the vehicle properly and to make a 
safety inspection of it. 

(d) Metucal Qualification. — At the time of application and at each renewal, the 
driver should present evidence of having passed a medical examination as st ringent 
as that prescribed in the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Regulations (49 CFR 391.41, 
et seq.) within the past two years. 

(e) Training. — The National Commercial Driver's License System is designed to 
provide a uniform measure of the individual's competence to drive a particular type 
of vehicle. The license system should provide that graduates of schools which meet 
federal standards should be allowed to qualiiy for a license without taking a road 
test. 

There will be a need to provide training to state license eitaminers, so that they 
can properly evaluate license applicants. 

(f) Disqualification.— ^The trucking i ndus try supports the provisions of the Federal 
Motor Carrier Safety Regulations (49 CFR 391.15) governing disqualification. 

There should be disqualification of a driver who obtains, or attempts to obtain, 
additional licensee, unless a second license is required by non-resident ucensing laws 

Ba^cally the industry seeks disqualification provisions that are reasonable. Driv- 
ers who develop records of major moving violations ^ould be disqualified. However, 
we dcm't agree that there should be disqualification for only two or three moving 
violatims over a long period of time. 

(g) Relationship To Existing Pn^rams, Standards and Regulations. — The mecha- 
nisms for effective control of commercial vehicle drivers have been in place for 
many years in the Uniform Vehicle Code, the Driver License Compact, the State 
Safe^ Program Standards of the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, 
the UBSsifled license programs of the 27 states that now give on-vehicle testing, and 
pnnrisionB of the Federal Motor Carrier Safety R^ulations. What is needed now is 
uniftomi^ of the standards, and univeisal implementation of them: 

(i) Driver license Compact — This Compact calls for interchange between states of 
records of traffic violation convictions of alt drivers so that the record is complete in 
the driver's home state and appropriate corrective action can be taken for viola- 
tions. This principle must be fully implemented with respect to holders of Qass A 
and R licensee. At present, only 30 states and the District of Columbia are signato- 
ries, end the interchange of information is limited to the most serious violations. 

(ii) Classified Licensing Programs of the States. — The American Association of 
Bilotor Vehicle Admiiustrators initially adopted a recommended classified licensing 
program in 1969 which was reafGrmed in the Model Qassified Licensing Program M 
1978 published hy NHTSA and AAMVA. Tie program provides for one Ucense per 
driver based on class of vehicle to be operated. At present there are wide disparities 
in the classes with only 6 states having adopted those recommended in the model 
program. A study by the Rureau of Motor Carrier Safety indicates that only 27 
states issue their classified Ucensee on the basis of a road test on the vehicle type to 
be operated. There must be uniformity in the treatment of drivers of over-26,000 
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pound vehicles. There is no intent to interfere witii other Ucwnse rlnnnnr that atatei 
may now have in effect or establish in the future. 

(iii) Department of Transportation Regulations. — The trucking industiy viewB the 
thrust of the Commercial EMver Licensing System as providing better impleniMitft- 
tion of, and promoting improved compliance with t he dri ver qiialificaticm proriaiiHi* 
of the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Regulations, 49 CFR Part 391. 

Question 4- What are the moet feasible and cost effective methods for ensuring 
that no commercial driver has more than one license? 

Answer. There must be a "unique identifier" so that a licensee cannot falsify 
identity to obtain more licenses. 

There must be a federal identification file of individuals who have been licensed 
and their "unique indentiiieTs". 

(a) The Unique Identifier— ^This is critical to the effectiveness of the identifier 
system. Fingerprints can and should be used as a positive identification for drivers 
because they cannot be changed. They can be readily transmitted and checked bj 
use of laser screening technology, or bv fascimile transmission of conventkuial fin- 
gerprints. The fingerprints can be rapidly compared and a determination made as to 
whether or not the individual has any outer license. 

(b) The federal role in the system is the operation of a Commercial Driver Idcmtifi- 
cation File which will contain a listing of each person to whom a Class A or Class B 
linense has been issued. For each individual, the central record will include the 
driver's name and other conventional identifiers, a unique identifier to be uaed to 
ascertain whether or not the individual has a license in any other state, a Uorase 
number, a distinguishing alpha code <A or B) indicating the class of license, and the 
state of issue. 

This central identifier file will not contain any other information. The driver's 
performance would be a matter of record in the state which issued the license and 
would be made available te employers in lini '" ' ' 

tion of the central identifier file would be b 
whether or not a driver has been licensed in 
occur only under the following circumstances: 

(i) When a driver currently licensed te operate heavy trucks is brought into the 
National Commercial Driver's License System; 

(ii) When any person newly applies for a commercial driver's license; 

(iii) Wben a person moves from one state to another, applies for a license in the 
new state, and surrenders the old license, 

(c) Relationship with the National Driver R^pster — The central file could utilize 
the same equipment and facilities as the National Driver Register but we do not see 
a direct relationship with the NDR. 

Question 5. What are the most feasible and cost effective methods for creating a 
single driving record for commercial drivers and faciliteting exchange of informa- 
tion contained in that record? 

Answer. The record on drivers who have been licensed by a stete should he the 
single driving record for a licensee. 'Die Federal government and other agencies 
should not attempt to dupUcate the state file. It is in place and operative and so it is 
more cost effective to continue it than to replace or duplicate it. 

Two things are needed to make the state record more effective; improved identifi- 
cation of the licensee through use of a unique identifier, and a more complete record 
of violations committed in other states. 

Present provisions of the Driver License Compact call for the full exchange of in- 
formation on convictions of out«f4tete drivei«. With respect to holders of Class A 
and B licensee, this provision must be implemented in all stetes so that there will be 
a single source of information with respect to the complete driving history of each 
holder of a Class A or B license. 

Stat«e currently use electronic systems and the mails for transmission of traffic 
violator information. There are two cost effective methods that can be used to trans- 
mit information on unique identifiers. One is an electronic system that utilizes 
phone systems at a cost of approximately 25 cents per transmission, "rhe other is to 
use the US mails. The electronic system would expedite the exchange for informa- 
tion between states and the federal identification file. Use of the maiiB would result 
in a delay of license issuance that could he compensated for by issuance of a provi- 
sional, limited term Ucuwe or by having liceiue applicants apply 60 to 90 days 
ahead of the license issuance date. 

<a). Relationship to NDR. — There is no relationship between this record of a 
driver and the National Driver Register (NDR). The listing of an individual in the 
NDR is triggered only by loss of dnving privileges, or upon conviction for specified 
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mctjor Tiolations midt at DWl. It providea no source of in&nnatiou as to the driver^a 
total record under any circumstBiices. 

The NDR does not detect the holding of multiple licence which are obtained prior 
to the time that the name of an individual is entered into that data bank. 

NDR is a control mechanisni that operates after-the-fact, and it doee not meet the 
needs of the truckiiig industry. 

Question S. Estimate the cost that would be associated with each aspect of an ef- 
fective natimal or uniform commercial driveis licensing program. 

Answer, (a). The trucking indusW eetimatee that the start-up costs for the Na- 
tional Ctanmerdal Driver License System, using fingerprint technology to prevent 
multiple licensiuff will range from $7,000,000 to $11,000,000 for 60 states and the 
District (^ Columbia, llieae estimates are baaed on four to eight sets of equipment 
for the states and two electronic scanners for federal government use. 



(i) Laser scam 



(ii) Fingerprint verification equiimeDt ...._.„.._.^....».._ ».- 4,000 

Federal casts: 

(i) Electronic scsnner 175,000 

(ii) Software development. 500,000 

" - . . . ■ . 500,000 

3,000,000 

0>) Operational Costs. — State operational costs are assumed to be minimal for fln- 
gerprinting and processing as the perstmnel and fecilitiee to the used are the same 
as tboee in use now by ucensing agencies. If additional staff is needed, the coat 
should be covered by licensing fees. 

States costs for the exchange of violations information is estimated to be a maxi- 
mum of $10 per tranaaction. For an estimated 192,000 violations annually for driv- 
ers of heavy trucks, the cost would be $1,920,000 if it is assumed that all of the vio- 
lations occur out of state. 

Federal cost far a mnirimiiiTi of 12 employees to operate the identifier Hie are esti- 
ntated at $600,000 annually. After the first four years, the number of requests for 
identification should drop off &om 600,000 to approximately 250,000 per year. This 
woijd result from completion of processing of current drivers during a four year li- 
cense renewal period. Processing thereafter would be mostly of new applicants for 
licenses which we estimate to be 10% of the driving populations annually. 

Federal data transmission are estimated to cover 600,000 drivers. The annual cost 
of tranamiKion is estimated at $300,000. It should decline after the first four years. 

Adminlitration of the (biver license examination is estimated at $60 for new ap- 
plicants fbr Ucenaee. ATA advocates a "grandfatber" provision for current drivers 
and so the license examination coets would not be appUcable. 

Queition 7. Indicate sourcee of funding for those coets including State sources. 
Federal Government sources, industry sources, and the individual driver. 

Answer. Funding.— The trucking industry believes that initial Federal funding for 
the im^ementation of the Identifier File should come from appropriations for the 



. d increases in MCSAP funding, substantial expansion of the roadside inspection 

wogram could still be accommodated adequately during the start-up period ti the 
driver license svstem. 

At the state level, the costa of the Commercial Driver License Program would be 
recouped from the fees paid by licenseee. Continuing federal costs should be covered 
by fms imposed on users of the Central Identifier FUe for each transaction. 

{Question B. Who should be covered by the national or uniform commercial licenae 
program? 

Answer, (a) Drivers Covered.— All drivers of heavy combinations and single-unit 
trucks operating in interstate and intrastate commerce. The potential hazards of the 
vehicles, and the level of competence required to safely opiate them are the sams 
regardless (^ ths ^pe of operation. Ther^ore, ttiere is no justification fbr any dis- 
tinction b^ inteiatate-intrastate in the licensing of these drivers. 

(b) Vshicles Covered. — All co mbina tion vehicles and aingle-unit trucks with a 
Gross Vehicle Weight Rating (GVWR) of more than 26,000 pounds. These are the 
vrtiides which require the lu^eet level of competence to operate safely, have the 
greatest potential for ssrious consequences in the event of an accident, and are t£ 
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the greatest public coocem. Limiting the program to drivers of these vehicles will 
hold the licensing costs and additional workload to manageable levels. 

(c) Number of Drivers Affected —ATA eetimatea that BpprosimatAly 2.4 millian 
drivers would be subject to the National Commercial Driver License System. This is 
based on the b«et available estimate of 900,000 registered truck-tractors and 700,000 
straight trucks with a GVWK of more tlian 26,000 pounds. Balancing those fleets 
whose vehicles operate virtually around-the-clock, those using twO'driver teams, and 
those whose vehicles operate a single shift per day, we estimate approxunate^ IJi 
drivers per registered vehicle. 

Question 3. What is the most effective way of ensuring participation by all Statss 
in 8 national or uniform commercial license program? 

Answer. The most effective way of ensuring state participation is by establishiag 
national standards for the licensing pr<^ram; assistmg with start-up costs; aod 1^ 
providing that licenses issued by a state which does not have a program whiui 
meets federal standards will not be acceptable in interstate commerce. 

Commercial drivers from that state would then be licensed through another state 
or the^ might be allowed to roister directly with the federal agency and use their 
state hcense on a provisional basis for a limited time. 

States which do not participate in the program should be subject to witholding rf 
highway funds and subject to civil action by the Secretary for iqjunctive relief nec- 
essary to assure compliance with provisions of the program. 

Question 10. What steps must be taken during transition from the present system 
to a national or imiform license program? 

Answer. The Transition. — It is necessary to allow those currently operating heavv 
tMimmercial vehicles to continue to use their present Ucenses until they expire. Each 
driver would then be required to apply for renewal under the National Commercial 
Driver License System. There would be processing of the application in tlie driver's 
state, fingerprinting, entering information about the driver in the Central Commei^ 
cial Driver Information File, a check by the FUe to determine that the driver doss 
not have a license from another state, and the issuance of the new hcense. 

If an electronic system of fingerprinting and verification of prints is used there 
will be no delay in processing the renewal. If the transmission of fin^rprint infor- 
mation to the Central File is by mail, it wiU be necessary to allow hcense applica- 
tions GO to 90 days in advance to comi>ensate for the slow transmission of imonna- 
tion by mail. As an alternative, a provisional license could be issued for a period of 
60 to 90 days. 

(a) Grandfathering,— Retesting on the vehicle of currently-Ucenaed drivers is un- 
warranted because the overwhelming m^joritj of them are doing a good job. At- 
tempting to require retesting of current drivers would overburden the system, 
impair service to the public at large, result in a breakdown of the program, and pro- 
vide little or no benefit 

The ChairbiIan. Our next witness is Mr. David Sweeney, director 
of the legislative department, International Brotherhood of Team- 
sters. 

Mr. Sweeney, thank you very much for being with us. 

STATEMENT OF DAVID A. SWEENEY, DIRECTOR OP THE LEGIS- 
LATIVE DEPARTMENT, INTERNATIONAL BROTHERHOOD OF 
TEAMSTERS, ACCOMPANIED BY SUZAFmE K08SAN, INDUSTRI- 
AL HYGIENIST 

Mr. Sweeney. Senator Danforth and members of the subcommit- 
tee, my name is Dave Sweeney. I am legislative director of the 
International Brotherhood of Teamsters. 

I appreciate the opportunity to appear here today on behalf of 
General President Presser to discuss several provisions of S. 1903, 
including the national commercial driver's license concept. 

R^retfully, R.V. Durham, our safety and health director, cannot 
be here with us, but 1 do have Suzanne Kossan from his staff with 
us. 

As you know, the concept of a national uniform commercial driv- 
er's license arose out of a concern by you, Mr. Chairman, and mem- 
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bers of this subcommittee, and others that certain drivers were 
spreading out violations over several driver's licenses from various 
States. 

We share this concern with you and join you in seeking a solu- 
tion to this problem. 

While we support the goal of establishing a uniform commercial 
driver's license, as heis been put forth in S. 1903, we would like re- 
spectfully to offer some suggestions today as to how we believe this 
can be best accomplished. 

We would suggest that national uniform standards be estab- 
lished, but allow the States to continue issuing the license. This 
should be a classified license, based on the type of equipment the 
driver will operate. 

A number of States currently have such a system. Such a classifi- 
cation system should cover both interstate and intrastate drivers. 

Also, we believe that the licensing system should require drivers 
to undergo a written test and a road test, the road test being given 
only upon the initial application for a license or if a driver is up- 
grading to a larger piece of equipment. 

We believe that medical requirements consistent with existing 
DOT medical qualifications are appropriate and should be enforced 
by the U.S. Department of Transportation. 

Most important, disqualification standards are already in place 
under the DOT rules and regulations and the various State laws, 
and should remain with these r^ulatory agencies. 

We believe these regulations and laws are sufBcient, if enforced. 

Reo^nition has to be given to the increased exposure on the 
highways in terms of miles driven by the professional driver in 
considering any stricter regulations on disqualification. It is not 
uncommon for the driver to drive 125,000 miles per year, or ap- 
proximately 10 times the miles driven by the average motonst. 

We would now like to turn to the fetisibility of a national licens- 
ing prt^am emd its costs. 

m our view, a program such as we describe is feasible smd not 
prohibitive in cost R.V. Durham, our health and safety director, is 
on the NDR Advisory Committee, and we know well ite merits and 
support the program. We support a program which would okay a 
uniform identifier, such as the Social Security number. 

As for funding, we believe that fimding for the Uniform Licens- 
ing Program should be shared by all parties, with drivers paying 
no more than a reasonable fee, as is currently charged under State 
licensing progremis, which Includes a classified license. If Etdded 
costs are incurred, such as having to increase the parking areas to 
accommodate the vehicles drivers are being tested with, we would 
suggest that these costs be absorbed by the Federal Government 
since the new licensing system is a national prc^am. 

The carriers should be required to furnish equipment on which a 
driver is being tested. 

During the transition from the present system to national uni- 
form standards, we believe that grandfathering is necessary. We 
would suffiest that commercial drivers be phased into the new 
OTstem o^ as their licenses expire; and, second, would suggest 
tliat the emphasis of this new system be plticed on the drivers of 
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vehicles over 26,000 pounds, and then phase in those drivers of ve- 
hicles over 10,000 pounds. 

In our view, this phasein approach would be most workable given 
the large number of commercial drivers who would eventually 
come under this national prc^am. 

Turning now to other provisions of S. 1903, we offer the following 
comments. 

On the issue of random rOEidside inspections, we support efforts 
to increase the frequency of random roadside inspections of equip- 
ment and .driver, includmg their logbooks emd medical certiiicatee. 
We strongly oppose, however, random roadside chemical testing of 
drivers. 

As you know from our previous testimony in February of this 
year, our organization is quite concerned about the issue of drug 
and alcohol impairment on the road, and have adopted a nation- 
wide drug and alcohol testing program with our employers covered 
by the Nationtil Master Freight Agreement. Based on our experi- 
ence with our program, we feel strongly that this issue is beat left 
up to labor and management to resolve. 

Also, we feel strongly, as does manfigement, that only probable 
cause testing and DOT physical testing should be conducted and 
have mfide that a key provision of our prt^am. 

While speaking on l^e subject of drug and alcohol impairment, I 
would like to comment for a moment on the issue of the .04 blood 
alcohol limit for commercial drivers. 

While we do not in any way condone alcohol impairment on the 
job, we believe the .04 level is unfair to commercial drivers for it 
subjects them to a double standsird as compared to the motorist. 

In our view, there should be uniformity between the motorist 
and the commercial driver when it comes to defining impEurment 
on the road. Also, a .04 level poses some very real problems for the 
driver in an industry where there is a 2-hour call to work. We 
would suggest that if serious consideration is being given to this 
type of provision that we oppose, then the l^islation must include 
language of as 12-hour notice to allow the individual enough time 
to make sure his blood £ilcohol level is under the .04 level before 
reporting to work. 

On the issue of authorization for new levels of appropriations for 
the Motor Carrier Assistance Program, we wholeheartedly support 
this. We are concerned, however, that creation of a commercial 
motor vehicle safety fund which uses fines as funding for increased 
inspections may only serve to encourage State officers to go on a 
witeh hunt to get additional fmes. 

We would suggest that additional thought be given to this section 
of the legislation. 

In closing, we would like to add a word of concern. 

While we support the idea of national uniform standards for 
commercial drivers, we do believe that these provisions will not be 
a cure-all for the truck safety pn^am that has grown dramatical- 
ly since the trucking industry was deregulated. 

We are concerned that all of the emphasis is being placed on the 
driver. We believe that to get at the problem, we must first Euidress 
the abuses of the shippers and the carriers. 
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Unfortunately, the Bhippere under deregulation, which Congrees, 
in its wisdom or whatever aeems to th^nk was a great move, are 
pitting the carriers against each other and the driver is simply an 
extension of his employer. As a result, the driver is being blamed 
for many of Uie problems created by the shipper and/or carrier, 
such as unreasonable scheduling, which results in a driver being 
asked to violate hours of service regulations and speed limits. 

We sincerely believe and respectfully suggest the best legislative 
approach is to, one, concentrate on establishing uniform national 
standards in the area of testing, licensing, and qufdiiying commer- 
cial motor vehicle operators. This would include limiting the driver 
to one set of licenses to be issued by the State of residence; classi- 
fied licenses based on different classes of commercial motor vehi- 
cles; accelerate and expand, if necessary, the National Ehiver Reg- 
istry, to require the necessary exchange of information between the 



With these limited, but important, changes, we believe we could 
see a dramatic improvement in the multiple license problem. For 
the first time, we would have a system that would provide for one 
license, one record, and a requirement that a driver must be tested 
to operate the vehicle that he is operating. 

The carriers must also be held accountable for t^eir actions, 
which include requesting or requiring their drivers to violate hours 
of service limits, pull over loads, drive unsafe equipment, dodge 
scales, drive at excessive speeds, et cetera; also requesting or re- 
quiring their maintenance employees to fal^fy vehicle condition re- 
ports. 

Where no collective bargaining agreement exists, the employees 
do as they are told or they do not work there anymore. In addition, 
the carriers, including many independent contractors, take the po- 



sition, "Cab^ me and I will pay, but I intend to continue doing ue 
same, knowing that tiie likelihood of being caught is very remote. 

L^islation to remedy these problems witn the carriers should in- 
clude a provision requiring the ICC and the DOT to revoke their 
operating authority for such disr^Eu-d of highway safety. 

If we are to consider limiting the driver to one license, one 
record, with provisions for disqueiliiication, why not the carrier? 

As for the shippers, we need strong economic and pimitive sanc- 
tions enacted to address the irresponsible shippers and brokers who 
require carriers and independent contractors to violate weight 
laws, hours of service limits, and unreasonable delivery schedules. 
With 80,000-plu8 trucking companies competing for the freight 
business, the carriers are being told that if they want the business, 
they have to meet the shippers requirementa. If not, there is an- 
other truck waiting for the load. 

If we are sincerely interested in attacking the problem, let's 
work to address the problem on all three fronts, as I nave outlined. 

To attempt to do it by simply laying additional requirements on 
the driver will notget at the roots of the problem. 

As always, Mr. Chairman, the IBT stands reat^ to assist you and 
your committee. On that same subject matter, I simply would say 
that we have a very, very good relationship with your staff, both 
majority and minority. In response to Senator Gorton's question, 
we don t always agree with some of your proposals, but we simply 
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are very, very happy with the response that we do have from jrour 
committee folks when we were discussing these matters. 

That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 

The Chairman. Thank you very much. 

The way it is done today, can a driver get as many licenses as he 
wants? 

Mr. Sweeney. In response to the question, I think Mr. Donohue, 
in ELddressing that particular area, was reasonably accurate. He 
probably cannot get as many driver's licenses or as many permits 
to drive a truck as we are led to believe; but I think many people 
do, in fact, have two, three, and four licenses. 

The Chairman. Are some States pretty easy to get licenses in? 

Mr. Sweeney. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Is it sort of known in the trade that there are 
some States where, if you are in trouble with your existing license, 
you can get it at State X 

Mr. SwEENKY. Yes. 

The Chairman [continuing]. And that it is pretty easy to get it 
fmd pretty hard to lose it? 

Mr. Sweeney. That's true. Senator. 

I would also Bay, in addition, that it is also true that in quite a 
few States, they do not even test the driver's ability to drive the 
particular piece of equipment that he is being hired to drive. 

The Chairman. Buses; for example, school buses. 

Mr. Sweeney. Yes. 

The Chairman. You propose including intrastate as well as inter 
state in the same licensing plan. 

Mr. Sweeney. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Why? 

Mr. Sweeney. It simply does not make any difference. 

If you get run down by a semi it does not make a lot of difference 
wheUier he is an interstate or an intrastate carrier. I mesin, they 
basically use the same types of equipment and they are, for all in- 
tents and purposes, running up and down the same highways. 

The Chairman. Let me just aak you about the blood alcohol 
point. 

You made your point very clearly about the 0.04 blood alcohol 
level. That is in the bill now. Obviously, when Congress gets to the 
end of a Congress, we are trying to get things passed. 

What is your temperature on the 0.04 blood alcohol matter? 

Mr. Sweeney. I would like to yield to Ms. Kossan on that par 
ticular question, Senator. She has quite a background in both alco- 
hol and chemical contents. If you would be kind enough to permit 
her, she will try to respond. 

liie Chairman. I would be happy to have her response. But my 
question is not so much technical as to try to take your tempera- 
ture. 

Mr. Sweeney. We are opposed to 0.04, Senator. 

The Chairman. Yes, I got that. But ttiere is opposition and then 
there is opposition. 

Mr. Sweeney. Strongly opposed. Senator. 

The Chairman. All right, strongly opposed. Your temperature is 
about 105 on this? 
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sons for our thinking, if you would be good enoi^h to listen to her 
reasoning. 

The Chairman. OK. 

I would be very happy to hear your reasoning. You had better 
have some very strong reasons for a 105 degree temperature. 

Ms. Kossan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

As Mr. Sweeney described in the statement, we have a real prob- 
lem with the double standard issue. 

We feel that if 0.04 percent is, indeed, impairment, that standard 
should be applied to both the motorist and the commercial driver. 
As Mr. Sweeney described, we also have a very real problem in the 
truck driving industry, unlike what exists in the railroad industry 
and the eiirline industry. This is the practical problem about the 
call to work business and advemce notice. 

In the trucking industry, all the trucking industry can really sell 
is service. So there is a real problem with requiring a driver to be 
below a 0.04 percent alcohol level when, for example, he maybe has 
had the day off and he can be called to work within a 2-hour 
period. He would obviously exceed that level if he has had a couple 
of beers in that period of time. 

I guess that is our technical argument. But, as Mr. Sweeney de- 
scribed it, from a lobbyist's perspective, we have a problem. 

The Chairman. Let me take one at a time. 

The first one, I have to say, is not as persuasive aa the second. I 
do not think you want to take the position — though maybe you 
do — that everybody else is drunk, so why not us. 

Ms. Kossan. No. 

The Chairman. Maybe we should have a 0.04 for everybody, and 
that would be fine by me. But the question is somebody is driving 
something that is — how much does one of these 18 wheel truc^ 
weigh? Is it 26,000 pounds? 

Ms. Kossan. 80,000 pounds. 

The Chairman. 80,000 pounds. 

Well, an 80,000-pound vehicle has how many gears? Is it some- 
thing like 16 forward gears? 

Nobody should drive while impaired, I grant you that. 

Ms. Kossan. We agree with that. 

The Chairman. But this is a different kind of thing. It is a pro- 
fession. If we are distinguishing between fwints on a commercial li- 
cense and points on an individual license, it does seem to me that a 
person driving a truck should be as clearheaded as somebody who 
IS driving a train. 

Ms. Kossan. Yes. 

The real problem, as I said, is it is really a practical problem in 
the industry. It is very unlike other industries in this respect. 

The Chairman. The callback problem. 

Ms. Kossan. Precisely. It is very unlike the other industries that 
have the 0.04 percent limit. 

The Chahuian. I understand the cfdlback problem. 

But is that the real thing, is that the nub of the problem, the 
callback? 

Ms. Kossan. Yes, it is the nub of the problem because we can 
foresee some of our people being discharged or disciplined and get- 
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ting points on their license for just reporting to work after they 
have watched a foothall game and had a couple of beers. 

The Chairman. But other than that practical problem — maybe it 
cannot be resolved— but other thsm that preictical problem, do you 
support the concept that people just should not be driving tnic^ 
when they have over 0.04 blood alcohol? 

Ms. KossAN. We support the concept that we would prefer that 
no one have any alcohol content in their system at all. Of courBe, 
we do not condone that. 

But, as I said, people have different lifestyles on their time off 
and that type of thing, and it is heird to take the position of a 0.04 
percent when they just have no advance notice in reporting to 
work. 

The Chairman. How typical is that, that somebody would be 
called back on a 4-hour notice? Let's suppose somebody's hobbjr is 
fishing and they go on a fishing trip. Are they like doctors, just 
constantly on call? 

Ms. KossAN. No. 

I wish R.V. Durham were here to explain this to you as I am not 
that well versed in it. It depends on your seniority and there is a 
callback board and certain names are listed to be on call at certain 
times and that type of thing. 

We might want to respond to that question in writing, and let 
Mr. Durham respond to that directly. 

The Chairman. Federal regulations already prohibit commercial 
drivers from consuming alcohol within 4 hours of reporting to du^. 

Ms. KossAN. That Is correct. 

The Chairman. How does this differ from that? 

Ms. KossAN. That regulation is basically not enforced. 

You know, clearly with a 2-hour call, I guess there is a problem 
with that 4-hour requirement. 

Did you want to respond to that? 

Mr. Sweeney. Well, it simply is impractical from an operational 
standpoint, Senator. The economics in the industry are such that 
when the carrier gets freight that he has to move, he simply wants 
those people that are on that board to be subject to that 2-hour 
call, ft-obably if you are talking about who they are going to send 
out, you know, a Roadway, or a Yellow, or a CF, if they are going 
to dispatch people midnight, Sunday night, they pretty well gener- 
ally Imow how much freight they have accumulated over the week- 
end and they can deal with that. But, if sometime during the week 
th^ pick up additional freight, and they have people scheduled for 
a Tuesday or a Wednesday night dispatch, you might have to go 
farther down on the board to bring some more people in. 

The Chairman. Is it common that people are called at less than 
4 hours notice? 

Mr. Sweeney. I would say that it really depends on the particu- 
lar carrier. I would say that probably for most of the carriers that 
we have under contract, the Euiswer would continue to be no. 

I would simply say that there are a lot of other marginal carriers 
out there. You know, it is a problem and it would be a problem. 

Our real problem, to be perfectly honest with you, is our next set 
of negotiations. We already have enough problems with an indus- 
try that is plagued by some very difficult problems. 
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We simply would have to negotiate a 12-hour notice into the col- 
lective bargaining agreement. 

The Chairmak. Ib that one of your goetls for the next round? 

Mr. SwsENEY. If we pass this legislation in its present form. It 
would be very costly. 

The Chairman. How about 4 hours? 

Mr. Sweeney. It would help some. 

But, I mean, you are superimposing on the union and the em- 
ployer some rather stringent requirements that are not currently 
there. 

The Chairman. That's right. But you understand the goal. The 
goal is that somebody who is driving something that we^hs 80,000 
pounds should be sober. 

Mr. Sweeney. We agree with the goal. Senator. How we get 
there is I guess what we disagree upon. 

llie Chaiuian. Thank you. 

Senator Rockefeller. 

Senator Rockefeller. Mr. Chairman, I would just like to pursue 
that further. 

The chairman has, I think, separated you a little bit, I think use- 
fully, from jrour statement. Your statement, which I assume is the 
position of the union, does not say what you have said. It says that 
we believe the 0.04 level is unfair to commercial drivers because it 
subjects them to a double standard as compared to the motoriBt 
and there should be uniformity between the motorist and the com- 
mercial driver when it comes to defining impairment on the road. 

Then you say "also," sind you refer to the 2-hour matter, where 
the "also" is in the secondary position. 

I would like to know — not now, but, as you indicate, by letter — 
this. No. 1, do you agree, £is you have indicated in conversation 
with the chairman, that 0.04 percent ought to be the god? That is 
No-l. 

No. 2, what percentage of the drivers on the road at any given 
time are under the 2-hour call process? 

No. 3, is there, in fact, therefore, a process or a procedure based 
upon seniority or other factors for getting people back into driving 
through a recall method. 

If BO, that procedure can be anticipated. It's just like a pilot who 
might have to come back. You can anticipate when you have a 
process or a procedure. You can build into that procedure abating 
circumstances for being drunk or having a drug problem. 

I would like to get your union's response to those three ques- 
tions. 

[The information referred to follows:] 

Internationai. Brotherhood of Teamsters, 
Chaupteurs, Warehousemen & Helpers of America, 

Waskinglon. DC, July SI 1986. 
Hon. JtmN D. RocKxrELLSR IV, 
U.S. Senate, Dirkten Senate Office Building, 
Waehington, DC 

Dear Senator RocEErsLUtR; First, allow me to apologize for not being able to 
appear before jaur Committee on July 15, 1986, relative to S. 1903. Ab Mr. Sweeney 
frplnjHMH, I had a conflict in schedule which required me to be in Colorado on the 
MnM di^. I uaderrtand you and Senator Danforth had a few questions which we 
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indicated we would respond to in writing. I have set out below my undentanding of 
the questions and our response: 

Question !. Describe the two-hour call back. How does that work? 

Answer. In the Motor Carrier Industry there is no current regulation that allom 
a driver any set period of time to report. The drivers are subject to call whenever 
the carrier decides to dispatch a load. Absent a collective bargaining agreement, tin 
drivers are simply called by phone and requested to report. Under most Teamster 
contracts, we have negotiated a provision that requires a carrier to allow the driver 
up to two (2) hours to report at his hoine terminal The purpose of the two (2)-hour 
report is to allow the driver time to shower and drive to the terminal. At the desti- 
nation point, after taking his rest, he is only allowed a reasonable period of time to 
report depending on the location of the hotel. This can be as little as one (1) hour. 1 
have attached a copy of three typical contract provisions which we have in our Na- 
tional Freight Agreement. It should be emphasized practically every road driver in 
the unionized freight industry is subject to the two (2)-hour report. The only excep- 
tion is where a bid procedure has been established with a departure time. There are 
very few bids set up in this manner because the industry is unable to know when 
the loads will be ready for dispatch. It is one of the major complaints of road driv- 
ers, and they describe it as having to "baby<«it" the telephone. For example, a 
driver may arrive at his home terminal at midnight and go home and sleep eight (81 
hours, get up and call the dispatcher at noon. The dispatcher doesn't know, in moat 
cases, when the driver will be called, and will simply tell the driver if he leaves 
home to call in, for example, at 3 P.M. He quite often will sit by the phone or call in 
over a period of 24 hours or more. It is not uncommon, where we have a Seniority 
Dispatch Board, for the junior drivers to standby for several days. 

Question 2. Is the four (4)-hour D.O.T. rule followed, or is it often broken? How 
does that rule relate to the two-hour call? 

Answer. I would say most drivers that we represent will not consume alcoholic 
beverages within four (4) hours of dispatch if they have a good idea when they Wl 
be dispatched. Unfortunately, as described above, the drivers most often don't know 
when they will be called. As a result, I'm sure there are instances in which a driver 
violates the four-hour rule. 

Question 3. What percent of drivers fall under the two-hour call? 

Answer. As indicated above, practically 100% of the road drivers working for 
common carriers hauling freight are under the two-hour report. The local P & D 
drivers, who pick-up and deliver freight in the cities, generally have a workday/ 
workweek in which they have an established starting time. 

Question i. If 10% of the drivers cause 50% of the problems, why should we be 
grandfathering people in? 

Answer. Evidently our position is misunderstood. We only propose to grandfather 
the existing drivers in for "road testing" only. It doesn't make sense to us to require 
drivers already operating combination vehicles, such as twin trailers, to have to 
demonstrate that ne can drive a vehicle he has been driving for years. It seems to 
US this is a waste of resources unless such driver is advancing to a larger type of 
equipment under the classified system. This wouldn't preclude the driver from being 
tested in other ways such as vision, written examinations, etc. 

Question 5. Do you agree that 0.04% ought to be the goal? 

Answer. Our goal should be 0,00%. The current position of the Teamsters Union 
and the Industry is we don't want a driver reporting to work or driving after con- 
suming alcohol. With the 0,04% in place, we may be implying anyUiine up to 0.04% 
is okay, and I'm sure none of us want this either. Recognizmg this, 1 think it is s 
mistake to pass a law or r^ulation that says 0,04% is per se evidence of intoxica- 
tion for the following reasons: 

a. Suggests or allows anyone to drive under 0,04%, and I believe this sends a 
wrong signal. Our employer carriers don't even want our members going out on a 
trip with alcohol on their breath. 

it. Although the airlines and railroads have promulgated an 0.04% regulation, 1 
don't believe the evidence or studies show that a driver with an 0.04% is intoxicat- 
ed. If this is the case, we should be applying this standard to all motorists on the 
highways. It should be noted that in tne airline industry the employees on reserve 
duty and subject to call are only subject to call a certain number of days. In talking 
with our Airline Division Representative, I understand a typical approach is 10 d^ 
on and 10 days off, 

c. I don't believe the case has been made to establish a double standard on the 
highways. On the rail and in the air, there is only one standard. In addition, the 
catastrophic truck accidents we have witnessed in which alcohol was a factor, the 
BAC was much higher than 0,04% and, in most cases, excessively higher than the 
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0.10 limit currentlv enforced in moet statee. Plain and simple, we don't want our 
membera driving their truck after drinking; but at the same time, we don't think it 
aimropriate or practical to impose such a low limit as a disqualifying ofTenae. We 
b^eve there is a better way to address this subject. 

Quation 6. If there is a two-hour call procedure, can protections be put into place 
so Utat 0.04% is not a problem? 

Answer. Although impractical from an operational standpoint, the driver could be 
given 10 or 12 hours notice, which would minimize the "catch-22" position the 
driver would be placed in. 



o 0.04%, and 

i the 4rhour rule to 8 hours as the period of time a driver is prohibited 
&oni consuming alcoholic beverages before dispatch. 

b. Include a provision that would prohibit a carrier from disciplining or discharg- 
ing a driver who advises the carrier, when called for dispatch, he has consumed id- 
Gtmolic beverages within the preceding eight (8) hours before reporting for dispatch. 
I believe this approach is better because it doesn't send a signal that anything up to 
0.04% is okay, and at the same time, takes the driver out of the "catch-22" position. 
Ho0t importantly, it doesn't establi^ a double standard on the highways. I assure 
you, we are just as anxious as anyone to remove from the highway the intoxicBted 
driver and will work with you and your staff on a reasonable practical solutiDn. 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit these additdonal comments on this iro- 
porbmt legislation. 
Sincerely, 

R.V. DUKHAII, 

Director, Safety and Health Department 

Senator Rockefeller. Fundamentally, the comparison between a 
3,000 or 3,600 ton car and a 60,000 or 80,000 ton truck in terms of 
what can happen is so inequitable that to say that there is a double 
standard as compared to a motorist, which is your official position 
here, that there should be a uniformity between the motorist and 
the commercial driver is, I think, mind-bc^ling. 

Now, you have indicated a somewhat different view in conversa- 
ticm with the Chairman. I would like to get that more officially on 
the record, if I might, with the iinswers to those three questions. 

My final point is this. 

It was earlier si^gested to Senator Gorton— Mr. Donohue may be 
right or wrong— that about 10 percent of the drivers cause about 50 
percent of the problems. 

WeD, let's suppose that they are somewhat close. Why should 
there be grandfathering during the transition from the present 
system to the national uniform standard if it affects only 10 per- 
cent? Why should there be grandfathering? 

Mr. Sweeney. Senator, I don't have Mr. Donohue's figures in 
ftvnt of me. 

I think that zmybody who has a remote relationship with the 
trucking industry can beisically throw figures around. 

We are simply saying that when we are indicating that drivers 
should be grandfathered in, if you are currently licensed to drive a 
truck or a combination of tractor-trailer, or whatever your particu- 
lar State provides, you should be able to continue to do that. 

Now my l^pslative and governmental experience tends to be in 
the Westem^rt of the United States, and I am simply telling you 
that in the State of Washington and in the State of Oregon or in 
the State of California, there simply are not many unsafe drivers 
running up and down those highways. 
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I would take the State of California, their State patrol, the de- 
partment of motor vehicles, their safety enforcement, and stack it 
up against any Federal or any other State oncanization. 

I am simply saying that if I am a driver driving for local 85 out 
of San FranciBO, and the State of Cfilifomia says f have a commer 
ciat driver's license, when we go to this new pn^ram, step 1, I 
should he permitted to do that. 

When I come up for renewal, if I have acquired moving viola- 
tions or points or any other disqualifying offenses down the line, sc 
be it. 

But I am not willing to sit here and agree that 10 percent of the 
people who belong to our organization, driving for the m^or motor 
carriers of the United States of America are bad drivers. I simply 
refuse to accept that figure. 

Senator Rockefeller. That 10 percent, or 5 percent, or 15 pe^ 
cent might during any given driving period incorporate those 
under the influence of either alcohol or drum? 

Mr. Sweeney. I simply do not accept the n^ure. 

Senator Rockefeller. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Chairman. May I ask you this, Ms. Kossan. 

On the problem of alchol, this can be tested and has been tested 
and the tests have been admissible. 

Do you have any thoughts about what to do about drugs, not 
only for commercial drivers, but for Euiybody else? Is there some- 
thing that we should he doing that we are not doing with respect to 
that? Should we be doing research on how to test for it? 

Is there anything that you can tell us that would be a step for- 
ward? 

Ms. Kossan. Well, there are presently some testing methodB 
avEtilable for drug testing, and, as we mentioned during our testi- 
mony in February, we have agreed to a drug testing program 
within our industry. Agreement was between labor and manage- 
ment on this. 

We did adopt some very sophisticated drug testing methods to be 
used only in the case of probable cause and during physical exami- 
nations. 

The methods do exist out there, but you have to be very careful- 
There a lot of very cheap methods that can be used that are veiy 
inaccurate. 

Under our pr<^am, we prescribe some very sophisticated meth- 
ods that are very expensive — about $100 a test or so. 

So we believe that if you want to get into the business of drug 
testily, we submit that it should be left to labor and management. 

The Chairman. That it should what? 

Ms. Kossan. That it should be left to labor and management to 
work these things out. 

The Chairman. I just do not understand that reasoning. I do not 
understand why highway safety is a labor-management problem. 

I mean, that is fine if management and labor want to get togeth- 
er to try to improve safety. I understand that. But it seems to me 
that highway safety gete lieyond labor and management. 

Ms. Kossan. Well, we are very concerned in the drug testing 
area because there are a lot of pinalls in drug testing. We are con- 
cerned about protecting the innocent person. 



Digitized by K.rt OOQ IC 



The Chairman. I understand that. But let's assume that there is 
a role for Government in trying to assume that people who are im- 
paired because of drugs are not on the highway. 

Can you suggest anything that would lead to progress in this 
area? 

Ms. KosaAN. We would suggest that if the Government is com- 
mitted to doing this, that they adopt a program similar to ours, 
which calls for the most sophisticated testing out there, the most 
accurate, the assures the accuracy fuid protection that you need for 
innocent people. 

The Chaibhan. Thank you both very much. 

We now will hear from a panel consisting of Jack Burkert, 
American Bus AaBOciation; Victor Perini, Highway Users Federa- 
tion; Richard Schweitzer, Private Truck Council of America; CUf- 
fbrd Harviscm, National Tank Truck Carriers. 

Mr. Burkert, your name is iirst on the list. Would you like to go 
first? 

STATEMENTS OF JACK BURKERT, VICE PRESIDENT, SAFETY, 
AMERICAN BUS ASSOCIATION; VICTOR J. PERINI, GENERAL 
COUNSEL, HIGHWAY USERS FEDERATION; RICHARD P. 
SCHWEITZER, LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL, PRIVATE TRUCK COUN- 
CIL OF AMERICA, INC.; AND CLIFFORD J. HARVISON, PRESI- 
DENT, NATIONAL TANK TRUCK CARRIERS 

Mr. BuRKEBT. Mr. Chairmeui, thank you. I appreciate the oppor- 
tunity to be here today. We have submitted written testimony for 
the record and I will be brief with my additional comments. 

The American Bus Association has taken a very active role in 
the several forums dealing currently with the driver licensing issue 
and have supported the efforts of the Highway Users Federation, 
private sector initiatives of a company called DAC Systems, and a 
cocdition of groups here in Washington cedled AMVAT. [The Alli- 
ance for Motor Vehicle Administrators Telecommunica^ons Net- 
work]. 

We heartily endorse the intent of this l^islation. I believe that 
OUT thoughts as outlined in the testimony are generally in line 
with the propoeab that we have seen to date. 

To bri^y summarize ABA's position on the National drivers' li- 
cense proposal, multiple licensing is a dangerous practice and per- 
mits unqualified commercial motor vehicle drivers to operate on 
the Nation's highways. A uniform commercial drivers' license pro- 
gram administered by the States is probably the most cost effective 
way to proceed, but all States must pftrticipate in the program for 
it to work. 

The U.S. Department of Transportation should establish the 
basic driver qualifications for a classified license system. The 
States should examine and test applicants domiciled in that State 
and ke^ the license fee. There must be a universal identifier for 
each umfarm license. The National Driver Roister would be the 
ideal repositoiT of driver information of the unique identifier only 
however, not the record itself. The issuing State would provide only 
a limited temporary certificate, allowing time for clearance with 
the NDR on verification of the license. 
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specific find substantial civil forfeiture of penaltiea should be es- 
tablished for attempts to obtain a second uniform license. This 
then, is basicfdly our program. I believe that in the drafts that we 
have seen to date, These points are in the bill. 

I have attached to the written testimony an example of he multi- 
ple licensing problem which one of our member comimnies ht>m 
I%oenix, AZ, was fortunate enough to, by a little intuition, discov- 
er. Basically what we have here is a prime example of the problem 
in that the driver avowed fin Arkansas driver's license and when 
we sent for the record we got bfick no traffic violation record what- 
soever. 

A little intuition later, we found out that the driver had an Ari- 
zona license which is three pages long, including driving under the 
influence and suspended licenses. 

This is the exact kind of problem that makes it virtually impossi- 
ble for a company to deal with the situation as it exists in this 
crazy quilt work 1 think Mr. Donohue mentioned, and I would 
second that motion. We believe that action must be taken to elimi- 
nate this sort of thing. 

Just in summary, a couple more points over and above the licens- 
ing issue. We believe that on the blood alcohol issue, the American 
Bus Association feels very strongly that the only acceptable alcohol 
level in the bloodstream for a commercial vehicle driver is 000. We 
believe that what we are attempting to do here, through this legis- 
lation and other legislation, is to build a separate standard of care 
for motor vehicle commercial drivers. 

In the process of building that separate standard of care, we be- 
lieve that alcohol and drugs are issues involved and we believe that 
we should uphold the highest standard of care, particularly given 
our human cargo. 

The Chaihman. You beUeve it should be a separate standard? 

Mr. BuRKERT. We believe it should be a sepEirate standard of care 
for commercial drivers imd we believe that the only acceptable etl- 
cohol level is zero. 

Finally, of course, like I think everyone else has said tode^, we 
sup|>ort an increased authorization for the Motor Carrier SaSety 
Assistance Pribram and we beUeve that the enforcement mecha- 
nism that we continue to call for is finally getting into place 
through the MCSAP and this is one of the healthiest things that 
we have seen on the horizon. 

Thank you. 

[The statement follows:] 



I appreciate the opportunity to be here today to discuss S. 1903, the "Commercial 
Motor Vehicle Safety Act of 1985", with emphafde on the propoBal to create a na- 
tional commercial motor vehicle operator's license. ABA has taJcen an active role in 
the several forums currently debating this issue and has supported efTorts of the 
Highway Users Federation, the private aactor initiativea of a company called DAC 
BvBtemB, and the coalition of groups forming AMVAT. the Alliance for Motor Vehi- 
cle Administrators Telecommunicatioufi Network. 

I would lilce to briefly HummarJTe ABA's position on the national driver's license 
OToposal and then respond in greater detail to the issues specifically raised b^ the 
Committee in preparation for the hearing. ABA's basic view on the national driver's 
license are as follows: 
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1. The multiple licenaiiig of dangerous or unqualified commercial motor vehicle 
driTera is a distinct national problem that requires a Federal legislative solution. 

2. A imifbrm commercial driver's license program administerec by the states is 
pnbaMy the most coat effective way to proceed to solve the problem, but all states 
must MurtidMite in the program for it ta work. 

3. llie U.S. Department of Transportation should establish the basic driver quali- 
ficaticxts br a dassifiad uniform license. 

4. The states would examine and test applicants domiciled in that state and keep 
the licmae Cse. Each state would mjiiiitjiin a single driver record for all domidh- 
ariss of that state who have a uniform licoise. 

5. Thnv must be a "universal identifier" fbr each uniform license. This probab^ 
would be fingerprints, which are the most coat effective method of positive identiii- 

6. The National Driver Register would be the repoeitoiy of the fingerprint infer- 
mati<m. The states would submit new fingerprints to NDR for screening. Based on 
fingerprint matching, if an individual has a National Driver's License from one 
■tate already on file, an application from that individual seeking a license from an- 
other state woufal automatically be identified and rejected. 

7. The inmiing state would provide only a limited tempt 
pJamrtmrtt with NDR on the verification of a single license. 

S. Specific and substantial civil forfeiture penalties should be established for at- 
tampta to obtain a second uniform driver license. 

Turning now to a more detailed discussion of the queationa raised by the Commit- 
tee, m believe that the establishment of a uniform commercial driver's licensing 



^ the problem admittedly has not been quantified in any detailed study, i _ 

bdievB that many problem driverB in the commercial transportation industry avail 
themselves of the option of getting two or more driver's licensee so that violations 
can be spread around and bM driving records concealed. 

Moreover, the average bus o 
tracA cmnpany simply does not have the resources to check for the possibility of 
multiple driver's licensee fbr every driver applicant 

A epical eiample of the problem was recently sent to us by a company in Arizo- 
na, which had hired a driver with an Arkansas license, which they checked and 
fbimd had a completely clean record. In this case, the carrier also checked with Ari- 
nna records and ascertained tliat the driver had been convicted of 2 Driving While 
Intoxicated violations in less than a year, and his license had been suspended. This 
particular incident was caught because the carrier ran a home state check, but we 
are cmvinced that the number of cases that go undetected are far greater than 
those that are discovered. 

The establishment of a uniform commerdal driver's license system would also 
promote hi^iway safety bv creating minimum standards for a classified license that 
would have to be acluOTea by all commercial operators. Standards now vary widely, 
and in at least acHne states, are not sufficient to qualify a driver to operate a large 
truck or bus. 

nie goals of a commercial driver's Ucensing sy8t«m should be to solve the two 
proUuns described above. We believe this can best be accomplished by a uniform 
ucenaing ^Mem ccuducted by the states. However, it is absolut^y critical that all 

_._. J — i — »_ i_ 4,1 1 — cannot afford any loopholes. Obviously, if some 

" ''■'•' qualificatuins and 

„ r . — -. — 8t be a mechanism 

that triggers Federal preemption in those states that do not join the system volun- 
tarily. 

Focusing on the standards involved in a licensing prt^am, certainly the pn^am 
should prOTide for basic classification of licenses bv type, size and weight of vehicle. 
Also, wiinimiiin standards for road testing ahoula be promulgated and applied in 
every case. Written tests may also be appropriate, but not as a substitute for road 

regard to medical requirements and disqualification standards, there are al- 
._,.^__^_, ,_.! I ..._^ .. .1 dOTb Bureau of Motor Carrier 



racipate 
) not pa 



testing. 
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National Driver Register a clearing house for basic information, niiich would be 

sathered and forwarded to the NDR by the states. Each state would be reqponmbte 

r the applicant examination and woiud keep the appropriate license iee. Tlie state 



necessary critical information b 

The only information that would need to be stored in the NDR is the, name, slate 
of licensing and positive identifier for each recipient of a uniform license- 

The Bystem could be quite simple. When an application ia received, the receiving 
states makes an inquiry to the NDR for a computer cross check of the positive idm- 
tUier. If the check reveals a duplication, the inquiring state would deny the apptiet- 
tion. Also, the state in which the applicant presently holds a uniform license murt 
be notified so that the license in that state can be revoked. The state receiving the 
application would have to be responsible for imposing any required civil penalties 
smce that state is most likely to have perBonal jurisdiction over the applicojit- 

llie communications system could be either electronic or written, but given the 
amount of information involved, it may be more cost effective to go with a "hand" 
system. ABA suggests that the program be phased in over a four year period, 'nius, 
assuming there are two million interstate drivers, this would mean roughly 600,000 
applications per year in the start up phase. Assuming 250 working days and three 
information items on each application (name, state and positive indentifier), there 
would be 6,000 pieces of information per day to enter into the system. This does not 
appear to be an overwhelming number for a program of this size. 

Since we are proposing modifying an existing system, we do not believe that the 
start up costs would be exorbitant and we suggest that they could be covered l^ 
user fees. We do not know the precise start up costs, but we doubt seriously that 
they would exceed $20 million. Thus if each interstate driver were asMSBed a tlO 
charge above the normal state licensing fee. the start up costs of tbe [aveRUD 
should be covered. Then with regard to the ongoing expenses of the aystsm, were 
should be a schedule of "system inquiry" fees imposed on the states and/or ap^ 
cants sufficient to cover the ongoing program operating expenses. 

Finally, with regard to the phase in of the program. ABA suggests that perh^M a 
two year period is necessary to set the system in place. Tbe Secretary of Transporta- 
tion would have to promulgate the necessary regulations and the atatea would need 
time to prepare for the implementation of the system. Then, we would su^gpst a 
four year phase in program for driver applicants to apply for and receive their uni- 
fbrm licensee. We strongly oppose grandfathering drivers into the program. Tbia 
would defeat the purpose of the program both with r^ard to multiple licensing and 
minimum driver qualifications. 

Now we would like to briefly address tbe other issues raised by S. 1903. First, ne 
support the establishment of a Commercial Motor Vehicle Safety Fund into wbifi 
all safety related penalties and fines would be paid. However, we do not support tbe 
establishment of an incentive grant prt^am for roadside random inspections to be 
paid tor out of the Commerical Motor Vehicle Safety Fund. 

Our basic reason for not supnMrting this program is thst it is duplicative of the 
functions that should be carried out under the Motor Carrier Safety Assistance Pro- 
fframs (MCSAP). Also, there are several items of concern in the proposed randan 
mapection program. First, we do not believe that it is appropriate to focus on a min- 
imum blood alcohol concentration of .10 percent. Present BMCA regulations prohib- 
it a driver from drinking intoxicating beverages within four houre prior to operating 
a commercial motor vehicle and obviously prohibit drinking while driving. We do 
not believe that there should be a statutory standard which implies that any level t^ 
blood alcohol concentration is permissible for a driver of a bus or a hazardous mate- 
rial truck or for that matter any commercial motor vehicle. 

Furthermore, we do not believe that there is any existing reliable test that can be 
administered roadside to determine whether an operator is under the influents of a 
controlled substance. BMCS is now addressing the subject of mandatory drug testing 
in rulemaking, and it would be appropriate to await the outcome of that rulemaking 
before considering further legislation. 

Finally, we support increased authorization for MCSAP. MCSAP has in less than 
three years provided means for many states to become active and effective partici- 
pants in the effort to regulate commercial motor vehicle safety. However, given the 
importance of this subject to all, greater funding is needed to bring all states in as 
full partners in this pn^am. 

Mr. Chairman, thank you for considering our opinion in this matter. I would be 
happy to answer any questions you or other members of the committee may have. 

The Chairman. Thank you, sir. 
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Mr. Perini. 

Mr. Peeini. Good morning, Mr. Chainnan. My name is Victor 
Perini. I am the general counsel for the Highway Users Federation 
and this morning I am appearing on behalf of our president, Lester 
Lamm, who r^rete he is unable to be here because of a conflict in 
his schedule. 

Let me start by saying that there is a lot of progress taking place 
in the motor carrier safety area at the Federal level. The 1984 
Motor Carrier Szifety Act; the Department of Transportation is re- 
viewing and issuing motor cetrrier safety regulations and, of course, 
the Motor Carrier Safety Assistance Program. 

All of these are starting to show that the Federal Government is 
working successfully and moving forward. We also support the 
funding for the Motor Carrier &ifety Assistance Program at the 
$50 million level and we would urge that reauthorization of the 
program be done before October 1. 

But in our judgment, this does not go far enough in establishing 
national standanls for licensing commercial motor vehicle opera- 
tors. As has been said mfuiy times before, I think national uniform- 
ly among the States, with every State doing its own first-lass job 
(X testing and hcensing these operators is essential. I do not thmk 
there is any sense in having 19 States not even checking to deter- 
mine whether a driver is capable of operating a Ieu^ commercial 
vehicle. 

The Federation and the American Trucking Association have co- 
wpoaaored a series of workshops which have been alluded to this 
morning. I would like to point out that about 150 participants at- 
tended these meetings and they represented a rather broad range 
ct Ctmcemed parties. In the final analysis where we are trying to 
develop l^ialation, it is important to have broad consensus because 
that becomes the basis for support for l^^ative effort. 

llie insurance industry was represented, trucking companies, 
motor vehicle administrators, commercial bus interests, the Team- 
sters, individual owners and operators of commercial vehicles and 
involved governmental agencies. And they reached a consensus on 
four m^jor points. They are detailed in my prepared statement, 
uriiich has been submitted for the record, but let me just touch on 
them briefly. 

I think there is no question that national standards should be de- 
veloped to achieve national uniformity in how these operators are 
licensed. Standards ought to be put into place in a very timely 
bshion. About 21 years eigo when I came to Wfishington, I was in- 
volved in a safety needs study for the State of Minnesota. At that 
time we recommended that the Stete of Minnesota establish a clas- 
mfied driver's license system. Classified licensing isn't new but 
there seems to be fresh interest and incentive to get a uniform 
qnrtem adopted nationally. I would hope we can develop the mo- 
mentum and get the job done. 

I am not going to comment on most of the key elements that 
should be contained within the national standards. Other witnesses 
have talked about them. Essentially, we think that the system 
should ably to operators of commercial motor vehicles over 26,000 
pounds gross vehicle weight. One license issued by the State of resi- 
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dence, a single driver record, a classified license sjratem, are all 
points of consensus with this group. 

There was also agreement that the increased State user fieee 
could help fund the licensing prt^am, with some additional be^ 
from section 402. 

Finally, there was agreement that withholding of Highway Trust 
Funds should not be uied as a means of obtaining State implemen- 
tetion. 

Some of the proposals that received substantial support among 
the workshop participants include a central file for identification, 
covering both interstate and intrastate driver; Motor Carrier 
Safety Assistance Progreim funds should be available to Stetes to 
help implement these standards; and finally a working group with 
board range of public euid private sector spokesmen, similar to the 
workshop attendance, should be set up to assist the Secretary in 
developing the national licensing standards. 

Mr. Chairman, that in essence is the consensus that was reached 
by this group. The Federation wishes to submit for the record our 
agreement with and support for these proposals. 

[The statement follows:] 

Statsment op Lbetteb P. Lamm, PsESmENT, Hiqhwat Ubkbs Fkoerahon kw 
SAnry and Mobiutt 

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, it is a distinct pleasure for me to 
appear before you today on behalf of the Highway User's Federation to addren im- 
portant issues concerning motor carrier safety. 

The Highway Users Federation is a national coalition of businesa, industriea and 
associations working to make America's highway trenaporiatioa l y i te iu safer and 
more efficient. Our 400 plus companies and business aasociatiQiu cut acnxB 27 Id- 
duBtrial and commercial categories, and are chief users of highways and the maip 
providers of highway transportation products and services with affiliated higlnmf 
user groups in every state. The federation is the largest, most diversified m-geniia- 
tion of its kind in the nation. Our membership includes organisEationB and assods- 
tions which manufacture and operate conunerctal motor vehiclee. The Pederatim 
has an active, on-going interest in the safe operation of these vehicles. 

Truck safety has become a significant issue in the public mind. Wide media inter- 
eet is generating concern among motorists, which in turn has Renerated political in- 
terest in the issue. Truckingcompanies and their assodations have intM»ified thdr 
concern and efforts to improve the safety record of commercial tnicldng- 

Similarly. the commercial bus industry is devoting considerable energy and le- 
sources to improved bus operation and sfdety. Many things can and are being done 
to improve truck and bus safety. 

However, the public's concern will not abate until effective, uniform programs an 
under way throughout the United States, Such programs as certified driver train- 
ing, licensing and qualification; consistently good maintenance practice^ carrier and 
shipper policies which comply with time/distance regulations; and on-road vdiicle 
inspection and enforcement prt^rams which consistently and unifbrrolv detect 
unsafe vehicles and drivers, all have a place in improving commercial vehicle 
safety. 

We commend Secretary of Transportation Dole and her staff for the expeditious 
manner in which they ae pursuing the reissuance of the Federal Motor Carrier 
Safety Regulations (FMCSR) as required by the 1984 Motor Carrier Safety Act The 
wiiwimiim standards which all state and local motor carrier safety laws euhI regula- 
tions will be required to meet, will do much to improve commercial vehicle B^ty. 

Similarly the Department is moving vigorously, in coop^^tion with the Commer- 
cial Motor Vehicle Safety Regulatory Review Panel, to review all State Commercial 
Motor Vehicle Safety I^ws ttod R^ulations to determine compatibili^ with federal 
regulations to enhance national uniformity. 

The Motor Carrier Safety Assistance Program (MCSAP) can be an outstanding ei- 
ample of Federal/State cooperation to identify unsafe vehiclee and non-competing 
drivers. Ilie program started off in a succeesnil manner and we at the FedCTatitHi 
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support full funding of the MCSAP program at $50 million dollars. MCSAP funding 
ana atate ad«K>tion of, and participation in, the Commercial Vehicle Safety Alliance 
I guldelinea will move ua into a nationally uniform on-road vehicle^lriver 
pragram. We Btrongly encourage your committee to support a four-year 
... ^ ,. ,. - ^jjj 



a of the MCSAP mnding, aa well as a four-year reauthorization o 



^w^ Sofiety Grant Program by Oct^iber 1, 1986, Uiereby enabling the states 

,_etnuit their improved aale^ programs. 

We at the Federation have been pleased to be working alongside other organiza- 
tioDB and associations that also are involved in motor carrier safety. In early De- 
Conb^ m aod the American Trucking Associations coaponsored a one day work- 
■hm of knoweldgahle individuals in order to identify those priority areas which 
n cc o o d attention to improve commercial vehicle safety. Nine areas were identified, 
several of «4ikh are (^ particular interest to this Committee: 

1. Single license. A single, nationally uniform classified commercial driver's li- 
cense, bMed on teats using the t^pe of equipment to be driven. 

2. Drivier records. An effective, uniform, nationwide driver record system for 



)liance. incT 



It use, hours of service and speed compliance 

4. biapections. Improved and increased on-road inspections of vehicle safety fea- 
tures and driver condition, as well as uniform jienaltiea for violations of all carriers. 

5. IMver qualifications. U'Upwled qualiiicBtionB for new and current truck and 
bus drivers through improved screening, training and management. 

6. Driver awareness. Better education of both motorists and commercial vehicle 
drivers on the key safety problems involved with sharing the roads during today's 
increasing trafGc congestion and intensive highway construction. 

7. Hazardous Materials. More consistent and uniform regulations for driver train- 
ing on hazardous material handling, routing, and uniform practices for emergency 
response. More education and training for compliance, enforcement and emergency 
reqxmae personnel, 

8. Vehicles. Improved brake compatibility on trucks and trailers, better programs 
to acquaint personnel with brake compatibility issues, a higher priority for mainte- 
nance of safety equipment and clear identification of vehicles on the road, 

9. Data- Better information on accident causation, traffic expoeure and chronic 



Because of the importance of the qualification and competence of the commercial 
motor vehicle operator in highway safety (85-90% of crashes are driver error), on 
Janua^ 23, 1986 we co«poQsored with the American Association of Motor Vehicle 
Administraton a one day forum to address the issue of commercial motor vehicle 
ODerator Ucensing, with particular emphasis on the need for a nationally uniform 
OaMlfled Lkennng System and uniform participation by all states in the Driver 
Ijce nso Cwnpact. 

We were all gratified that 150 individuals representing the Federal government, 
State government, the trucking and bus industries, samy experts, congressional 
Staff, and broad representation from the private sector attended this forum. 

A c onaensns developsd during this one day forum on the need to move to nation- 
ally unifbrm procedures for the licensing of commercial motor vehicle operators. 
nie focus was on the need to develop national standards for qualification and licens- 
ing of commercial motor vehicle operators (Interstate and Intrastate) and for the ex- 
duuve of driver rscord information. The standards developed should be national in 
scops, and be devdoped by state, federal, and private sector representatives working 
wiu the fMeral, ana private sector representatives working with the existing Clas- 
sitSsd Driver licensing Sprstem and the Driver License Compact as basic tools. How- 
ever, we feti that these basic tools need upgraded to provide classifications for haz- 
sxdoiw materials drivers and fbr combination trailer drivers. 

It was also fUt that Federal legislation would b 
rosnt of "fH™'<'' standards, and to bolster state ii 



. ... would require that the Department of Transportation 

national standards through the rule making process. States would then 

to imptoinent ttiese standards which would deal with the testing and 

of oammerdal vehicle drivers. The legislation should be the foundation for 



federal license nor n 

It was very clear at the Forum that as a nation we can no longer tolerate a 
ijstem that permits 20 states to licence a driver of an 18 wheeler who only need 
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pam a written test and drive a compact car through a test course. We have to have 
means to assure that an individual is qualified to operate the vehicle he or Bhe ia 
driving. Also, we need a system that provides for only one licenae for each indrrid- 
ual to curb drivers who otherwise might spread violations among several licenBM. 

The Federation and ATA co^ponsored another IVa day workabop on commercial 
vehicle safety on March 26 & 27, 19S6, A principal focus of this workahop was oo 
the requirements of a nationally uniform licensins procedure. Copiea of the report 
of the workshop have been provided to your staff However, I'd like to highlighf the 
positions taken: 

The participants of the Motor Carrier Safety Workshop reached a consensus on 
the following issues during the discussion on Driver Licensing and Records System. 

1. There is a need for national uniformly in the issuance of drivera Ucensea toi 
commercial motor vehicle operators. National Standards should be devricqcd tn 
meet this need. 

2. The National Standards must be developed and implemented in a timely 



3. The Secretary of Transportation should be e 
mulgate, within 6 months, National Standards for Commercial A 
ators. The Standards shall include, but not be limited to; 

a. A definition of "Commercial Motor Vehicle Operator" as a[qdicBble to vehicba 
weighing over 26,000 GVW. 

b. One license issued only by the state of residence of each commercial nMrtor ve- 
hicle operator. Each state shall fiilly recognize the license issued by the state of rtai- 

c. A single driver record for each commercial motor vehicle operator meintaiiied 
by the state of licenae issuance. 

d. Exchange of commercial motor vehicle operator records from one state to an- 
other, when state of residence is changed. 

e. Information to be included on commercial motor vehicle operator driver 

f. Classified Licensing System based on weight and type of truck or bus to be ttpK- 
ated. 

g. Testing of commercial motor vehicle operators in the type of vehicle the; 
int«id to dnve, 

h. A requirement that prior to issuing a Commercial Motor Vehicle OpeiKUm li- 
cense the state of issuance must determine if the operator holds a CkHnmerdel 
Motor Vehicle Operators License in another jurisdiction. 

i. Such other matters as the Secretary deems appnqiriate, innliiHing estimates of 
cost to implement the recommended Nati<»ial Standards, and possible fundini 

4, Funding needs of the states to implement the National Standards should be 
met in part through increased user fees at the state level, and by aothorizing Hi^ 
way Safety Granta under Section 402(C) of P.L. 89-S64. Highway Trust F^md lanc- 
tions should not be used as a tool to enaure state implameBtatian rf the Natknal 
Standards. 

Also, there was substantial support for the following: 

1. A central file is required to enable the states to veri^ that a ConnneTdal Muter 
Vehicle Operator does not have more than one Ccnumercial Motor Vehide Open- 
tors License, prior to the issuance of a license. 

2. The National Commercial Motor V^iicle OperatMS L 



). To implement the National Standards, states should also be eligilde for grants 
under the Motor Carrier Safety Assistance Prcgram. 

4. A working group representing state motor vehicle administrators, the commer- 
cial truck and bus industries, organizations representing commercial motor vehicle 
operators, the casualty insurance industry, and organizations representing users of 
public highways, should be established to assist the Secretary of Transportation to 
develop the National Licensing Standards for Commercial Motor Vehicle Operators. 

It has been evident that we are nearing a broad consensus on what needs to be 
done now to improve the licensure of commercial motor vehicle operators. On the 
26th of June, day after tomorrow, we and the ATA are cosponsoring another work- 
shop to address this issue and to assess progress. 

This hearing and the introduction of S. 1903 served as catalyst to bring all groupe 
together to arrive at compatible poeitions. For that we thank you Mr. Chairman. 



Digitized by K.rt OOQ IC 



We at the EederatiDn believe the central piece of federal l^islatioa needed now 
deals with National Uniform Licensing Standards, and we look forward to working 
with the Congress to craft the most effective legislation. 

I'd be pleased to answer any questions. 

Questions of thb Commtitee and the Answers 
Question. To what extant will the estabUshment of a national or unifbrm conuner- 
cial driver licensing aystan promote highway safety? 

Answer. Current data shows that the primary cause of commercial vehicle crsah- 
M txv related to driver error, rather than vehicle defects. Therefore, most industiy 
and aafirty organizations believe that the beet way to improve commercial motor ve- 
hi^ saiiel? is to establish a system to uniformly test and qualify commercial motor 
vshicto tqier^ors, and a system which is capable of identifying erring operators for 
improventent or ranoval purposes. The esteblishment of a single license for each 
commarciBl motor vehicle operator and a requirement that all states transmit oaa- 
vieHaOB ol vitdatiuiB to the state of licensure, will preclude unsafe drivers from 
q>rMding points over several licenses, thereby avoiding remedial actions. Such a 
^■tnn would pomit safe drivers to be identified by carriers and insurance comps- 
I, iriiich in the long run would benefit the economic and safety records of cmn- 



Qucsfion. What liiould be tiie goals of the commercial drivers licensing system? 
a. Will tbeae goals be best accomplished by a national license issued by the De- 
partment of Tran^Mtrtation of a uniform license issued ^ the states? 



r. The gofds of a National Commercial Driver licensing system should be: 
(1) To eatablirii a uniform and adequate system for testing and quali^ng commer- 
cial motor vehicle drivers; (2) To assure that each commercial driver has only one 
motor vdiide operators license; (3) To establish a system through which the state of 
B has prompt and accurate information of a driver's violations in all other 
~1 (4} To establish uniform and equitable criteria upon which oflending 

d motor vehicle drivers are identified for driver improvement action or 

disquaUfication. These goals can best be accomplished by state compliance with the 
national standards issued by the Department of Transportation. 
Quntioit. What standards should a licensing program provide for: 

a. QavifiGatioD of licenses? 

b. Written testing? 
& Road testing? 

d. Medical requirements? 
cTraining? 

f. Dnqualification? 

g. To what extent can these standards be based on the Drivers license Compact, 
rtate clawified licensing systems or existing Department of Transportation regula- 
tfanfl? 

-. The National Standards on Commercial Motor Vehicle Driver Licensing 

jold be promulgated ■■" "~ 

11 vehicles over 26,0^GV 
Dood^umtian of the vehicle. 
Written as well as in-vehicle testing based on the class license being applied for. 
Cunent medical certificate as called for by BMCS regulations. 
One lioenae issued only bv the state of residence for each commercial motor vehi- 
a operator. Each state snail fully recognize the license issued by the state of 



A ringle driver record for each commercial motor vehicle operator maintained by 
the atate of license issuance. 

A requirement that prior to issuing a commercial motor vehicle operators license 
Uie state of issuance must determine if the operator holds another license in an- 
o&er JurisdictiDn. 

A central file to enable states to verify that a commercial motor vehicle operator 
doea not have more than one license. 

Tlliiiialifiriilioii requirements should also be stipulated, however at this time 
thoae criteria require additional consideration. 

UltiniBtdy the national standards should stipulate training requirements that 
mdit be met prior to qualiflcatiDn. However, it is premature at this Ume to stipulate 
Otat criterion. Accreditation of curricula and training institutions must first be ac- 
" ' ' \ But within 2-5 years the national standards should include training 
*" mnunerciBl motor vehicle operators. 
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The existing Driver's License Compact and the Classified Licensing SyBtem aiivD- 
cated by the American Aaeociation of Motor Vehicle Adminiatratora can serve as a 
starting point for the development of national standards. 

Quegtian. What are the most feasible and cost effective methods for ensuring that 
no commercial driver has more than one license? 

a. If a central file is created for this purpoee, what sort of information should it 
include? 

1. Commercial and noncommerdal record information? 

2. b some tjrpe of unique identifier necessary? 

b. What should the central file's relationship be to the "Tjating National Driver 
Register (NDH)? 

Answer. The creation of a National Index of all commercial motor vehicle operv- 
tors would be the moat effective method to ensure that commercial motor venide 
drivers only have one license. This index would contain only identiiyiiig informatiaD 
aa the individual operator, not information on his or her dnving history. This iBttet 
infbrmation would be maintained hy the state of license iMuance. To do otherwise 
would be redundant and not cost effective. The identifying information may need to 
be augmented by a unique identifier, i.e., finger print or retinal image, but it is estt 
mated that current identifying information will provide a 9S% reliability factor. 

EJach state issuing a commercial motor vehicle operators license would be re- 
quired to check this central tile prior to the issuance of the license to assure that 
tne individual does not have another license. Once the Ucense is issued tiie state of 
issuance will submit the individuals indentiiying information to the central file. 'To 
establish the file all states would be required to submit the names and idrntifying 
information of currently licensed commercial motor vehicle operators. This Gk 
would be distinctly different from the existing National Driver Register (NDB). Ttie 
NDR is a file of violators, who have met defined criteria, the central index file 
would contain identifying information on individuals authorized by the state to op- 
erate commercial motor vehicles. An individual in the central index could end up on 
the NDR if they were disquatiTied and/ or were convicted of a qualifying offense. 

QuestioTL What are the most feasible and cost effective methods for creating a 
single driving record for commercial drivers and facilitating exchange of infonna- 
tion contained in that record? 

a. Describe the relationship of your proposal to the NDR. 

Answer. Initially, the central index file could economically be operated as a serv- 
ice to the states, motor carriers and the insurance industry by a private sector orga- 
nization or the Department of llf'anBportation, An inquiry service charge could be 
established which would support operation of the automated system. There would be 
no direct relationship to the NDR. although the inquiry could also be routed to the 
NDR if the Department of Transportation operated the central index file. The cen- 
tral index file is a critical component of the overall system, because it serves as the 
verifier and locator of the single Ucensee, Ultimately, the central file or designalira 
of a central file could be maintained witliin a Motor Vehicle Administrators Tele- 
communications Network. This Network would facilitate on-line conununication 
among and between all of the state motor vehicle administrations. Such an (m-line 
communication network is critical to the long-term impact of the one license/cne 
record concept. 

Estimate tne cost that would be associated with each aspect of an effective nation- 
al or uniform commercial vehicle drivers licensing program. 

Answer. It is extremely difficult to estimate the cost to implement the reccmt- 
mended National Standards at the State level. Currently, 31 states have a Qanlfied 
Drivers License System, albeit they are not uniform. Wnat the new standard would 
exactly look like would be copjecture at this point. Obviously it would not cost as 
much for these 31 states as it would for the 20 states that do not have a classified 
licensing Bvstem. However, in either case, the cost of the invehicle test should be 
borne by tne applicant. Additionally, the costs of records could be supported by in- 
quiry fees being charged to employers, insurance companies and other states. Ad- 



The costs to create a central index file . 
should not cost large sums. As previously indicated 
inquiry could cover operational costs. 

The apparently large unknown cost factor relates to the implementation of a 
Motor Venicle Administrators Telecommunications Network which would proride 
for online hookup to the central index file and between state files. The American 
Association of Motor Vehicle Administrators is currently in the initial Stages of con- 
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ducting a feasibility study on this issue and it is premature to estimate implementa- 

Queation. Indicate sources of funding for those costs including state sources, Fed* 
«ral Government sources, industry sources, and the individual driver. 

a. To that extent should each source bear these costs? 

Answer. We do not see the need for new authorizations of federal funds to assist 
the states in implementing improved licensing standards for commercial motor vehi- 
cle operators licensing. The Highway Safety Act of 1966 rect^niTed driver licensing 
as a key factor and one of the first standards issued in 1967. Driver Liceusing — 
called for a classified license system. Therefore, we believe 402 funds authorized for 
state and community highway safety pn^ams should be eligible for state start-up 
funding. Similarly, with $50 million being requested for MCSAP we believe tM 
states should have the option of applying some of these funds for startrUp coetA. 

Queafton. Who should be covered by the national or uniform commercial license 
program? 

a. Interstate and intrastate drivers? 

b. Drivers of vehicles with a gross weight of 10,000 pounds and above? 26,000 
pounds and above? 

c. Estimate the number of drivers that Oie program would include if your suggeat- 
ed coverage was adopted. 

Answer. The National Standards on Commercial Motor Vehicle Operators Licens- 
ing should cover both Interstate and Intrastate drivers. The problem related to com- 
mercial motor vehicle operation is not limited to interstate or intrastate. Half of the 
almost 5,000 fatalities resulting &om commercial vehicle crashes in 1984 are attrib- 
utable to intrastate operators. So to focus on only the interstate driver is only at- 
tacking half of the problem. Additionally how could a state motor vehicle adnunis- 
trator confirm that a driver only drives intrastate, or what would preclude an inter- 
state driver from getting an intrastate license in every state ne or she travels 
through. 

It is recommended that the national standards apply to operators of vehicles of 
26,000 GVW, because this is a clear break in vehicle configuration, complexiW and 
skill requiremento. Most vehicles between 10,000 & 26,000 GVW do not make de- 
mands on the driver as those over 26,000 GVW. Also, the crash history of these ve- 
hicles demonstrates that their severiW is no where near heavy commercial vehicles. 

We estimate that approximately 2.&-3.0 million Interstate and Intrastate commer- 
cial motor vehicle operators would be covered by the Nation Standards. 

tjuestion. What is the most effective way of ensuring participation by all states in 
a national or uniform commercial license program? 

Answer. Pint, is the clear statement of the Congress and the Adminstration that 
the issue is a National priority. Second, is the development and promulgation of a 
National Standard with state participation. Third, is a clear message to the stat«s 
by the Congress that if action is not taken injunctive relief may take place. We 
don't think the threat of highway trust fund sanctioning is the way to go. It has 
been used too A^uently as a threat and still we see problems in other areas, ie, 56 
MPH and 21year drinking age. 

Question, What steps must be taken during transition from the present system to 
a national or uniform license prc^ram? 

a. Is grandfathering necessary? 

Answer. We believe current commercial vehicle operators should be grandfa- 
thered regarding the in-vehicle test. However, at renewal time they should be re- 
quired to meet all other requirements. Also, all current individual operators must 
be entered into the central index file. The central index file would then be required 
to perform a search to determine if there are individuals with more than one li- 
cense. Only then would the state issue an endoreement on a current commercial 
motor vehicle operators License certifying he or she is grandfathered under the new 
National Standards. 

The Chaioman. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Schweitzer. 

Mr. ScHWEiTZES. Good momii^, Mr. Chairman. 

Over the paat 6 yeare, truck-related fatalities that have been re- 
ported to the Bureau of Motor Carrier Safety have actually de- 
clined 13 percent and reported injuries in that same time period 
have gone down 10 percent. This was all in an era where truck 
mileage has increased subetantially and the preliminary 1985 fa- 
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talities and injuries data both are lower than the comparable 1984 
data. 

I think this data doee indicate that there has been some progress 
in the area of motor carrier safety, but I would certainly agree that 
more needs to be accomplished. And we are tjllring about some 
very fundamental problems in the licensing and qualificationB of 
motor carrier drivers. 

The majority of accidents involve driver error. There have been a 
number of studies that indicate that upwards of 90 percent cwF the 
accidents involve driver error, so I do think that the driver is the 
logical point of focus for our efforts. 

In the licensing area, carriers essentially need a commercial 
driver's license that they can rely on as some assurance that the 
driver holds just a basic level of competence and professional skill 
and that he has not exceeded the maximum nunuber of violations 
so as to lose this license privil^e. We really do not have a system 
like that now. 

You have heard it said repeatedly this morning that you can get 
a truck driver's license in at least 19 States by taking tlie test in a 
car, and that there is no Federal or State prohibition of multiple 
licenses. You have also heard it said that upwards of 30 percent of 
the drivers hold more thsm one license, and I submit that there is 
no reason to hold more than one license, except to spread your vio- 
lations and to escape detection. 

Because the State license for the most part does not give any as- 
surance about the driver's skill or his violations history, the Fedei^ 
al Government has set up a duplicate system of Feideral driver 
qualification standards in j>art 391 of the Federal Motor Carrier 
Safety r^ulations, but unfortunately the Federeil Government has 
not been able to properly enforce these rules due to the lack of 
funding zind enforcement personnel. 

What we believe is necessfLry is a Federal/State partnership that 
balances the historical State involvement and the experience in 
driver licensing with the Pedereil need for ureraded aiid uniform 
licensing standards. Now, this type of partnership was begun in the 
Motor Carrier Safety Assistance Program. It was carried throu^ 
in the Motor Carrier Safety Act, tmd I beUeve it is time now to 
take it here into the licensing area. 

AStBT all of the substantial discussion that interested parties and 
the committee staff have had on S. 1903, I think it is clear now 
that the States are better equipped to test and license drivers than 
the U.S. Depeuiment of Transportation, but I think it is equally 
clear that a Federeil mandate requirii^ uniform specific testing 
and licensing standards and procedures is also necessary. 

I, too, would like to commend you, Mr. Chairman, for your part 
in this effort. I beUeve that your bill has served to spur on this 
comprehensive examination of how the Government and industry 
train, license, and qualify drivers, and I am optimistic that we are 
going to make some further progress. 

The Private Truck Council has participated in the series of work* 
shops that Mr. Perini and others have referenced. I believe most of 
the participants in those workshops are witnesses at today's hear- 
ings. 
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We have developed a consensus agenda for commercial drivers' 
licenses and records and I do not want to go through all of the con* 
sensus that Mr. Perini just mentioned. But a few point do bear 
mentioning. One is that the licensing requirements be applicable to 
vehicles over 26,000 pounds. That would bring in eibout 3 millioQ 
professional drivers. I think that at that cutoff level, you are talk- 
ing about a fairly articulable difference in operating chfiraceristics 
between different types of vehicles, and I do think that that will 
give jrou a workable number of drivers for a classiiied licensing 



A fundamental problem is tiisi there be a requirement that a 
driver only hold one license and that it be issued by a State of resi- 
dence and that that State be required to have a single and com- 
plete driving record for each driver that it licenses. 

One of the other fundamental requirements is that prior to issu- 
ing a commercial driver's license, the State must check to see if the 
applicant holds a license in einother jurisdiction. It seems like a 
very simple requirement. Unfortunately, it is not something that 
goes on as a matter of routine at present. 

We would support substantial uf^ading of the road testing of 
drivers in the type of vehicle that they intend to drive and, of 
course, this would not preclude the carrier from giving an addition- 
al test as a condition of employment. And we would eUso support aa 
part of the licensing requirement a written test with a minimum 
passing score, not the open book test that part 391 now has. 

If the commercial driver license system really meant that a 
driver had passed some kind of rigorous standards in testing for a 
license, there would be less use for this duplicative qualifying 
standards in the Federeil regs, and it seems to me from the Govern- 
ment's viewpoint, it seems preferable to insure the driver compe- 
tence at the Ucensing stage rather than after the fact by trjring to 
audit the driver's qualifications fUe. 

I see that my tune is up. I would like to make two more very 
brief points. First of all, the funding of this type of program is criti- 
cal and we do support using MCSAP Program funds and 402 high- 
way safety ^nds for this. We endorse the increased funding levels 
for MCSAP that are included in your bill and we would definitely 
support contract authority for tins program in order to show the 
States that there will be some continuity in the program. 

The final point that I would like to meike is that the Private 
Truck Council would like to be on record as supporting the .04 
blood alcohol content standard for truckdrivers. I think and our or- 
ganization thinks that you should hold commercial vehicle drivers 
to a higher standard of care than the motoring public. It seems in 
my mind that that is what the whol^ idea of the commercial driv- 
er's license and the Federal qualification standards is all about. 

These drivers are operating an inherently dangerous instrument 
and it seems very appropriate to me to hold them to a higher 
standard of care. Thank you. 

[The statement follows:] 
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Mr. ChBirman and Membera of the Committee: My name is Richard P. Scbweit- 
zer; 1 am X«giaUtive Counsel for the Private Truck Council of America, Inc. (PTCA). 
With me today is PTCA Executive Vic« President Richard D. Henderson. We appre- 
ciate the opportunity to present our views on how the motor carrier industry can 
bolster its safety efforts Uirough improved driver licensing, training, and qualifies- 
tiona. 

PTCA ia an independent national organization, which since 1939 has represented 
the interests of non-traneportation companiea that operate private truck fleets. Our 
membership consists of approximately 1,800 companies comprising a CToa»«ection of 
manufacturing, processing and retailing industries, and includes a substantial 
number of Fortune 600 companis as well as many small concerns. 

TnickB haul over three-quarters of the nation's freight, and private canwe ie 
generally recognized as the largest s^ment of the trucking industry. Over three- 
fifths of the intercity freight that moves by truck is hauled t^ private canieis. 

Over the past six years (1979-1986), truck-related fatalities reported to the Bureau 
of Motor Carrier Safety declined 13 percent, and reported injuries declined 10 per- 
cent. Injuries and fatalities in 1985 were both lower than comparable 1984 figiuM. 
While this record does indicate a substantial amount of progrees in truck safety, 
much more needs to be accomplished. And since the vast nugority of truck accidents 
are primarily caused by driver error, the driver is the logical point of focus. 



Our members commend this committee for seizing the initiBtive on commercdBl 
driver licensing and driving records. S.1903, "The Commercial Motor Vehicle Safety 
Act of 1986," has proved to be the catalyst for a comprehensive ezamiiiation of how 
industry and government train, license and qualify drivers to operate commercial 
motor vehicles. 

In addition, this committee worked diligently for enactment of the Motor Carrier 
Safety Act of 1984. which established uniformity in motor carrier safety regulaticRU 
and the enforcement thereof as a primary objective of our national highway safe^ 
policy. The uniformity in state and federal rules developing frma that Act, as weU 
as from the Motor Carrier Safety Assistance Program (MCSAP), has set tiie stage 
for the present attempt to create uniform driver requirements. 

The Highway Safety Act of 1966 (Chapter 4, Title 23, U.S.C.) directs the Secretary 
of Transportation to promulgate driver license standards. This has been accom- 
plished under Standanl 4.4.6, which says in part: "Each driver holds only one li- 
cense which identifies the type(s) of vehicle(s) he is authorized to drive." 

The Drivers License Compact (DLC) was established in 1960 to implement the one 
license, one record concept among the states. The DI£ also provided fbr exchange tt 
information between states, and uniform treatment of serious oEfenaea frnn st^ to 
state. At present, 30 states and the District of Columbia are members of the DI£ 

In addition, 31 states now have some type of classified licensing systeni, primarily 
based on the type of vehicle to be driven. However, the standards for testing and 
licensing commercial drivers are not consistent from state to state. It is poasible in 
19 states and the District of Columbia to operate a five-axle tractor-semitrailer com- 
bination, or even a tandem trailer combination, by passing a road test in a passen- 
ger automobile, 

PTCA has been participating in a series of motor carrier safely workshops and 
informal dialogues with respesentativee of auto, bus and truck organizations, the in- 
surance industry, highway safety groups, and State and federal govsmment person- 
nel to develop a consensus agenda for commercial driver licensing and records. Hw 
following approach was agreed upon by all participants: 

1. There is a need for national uniformity in the issuance of drivers licenses for 
commercial motor vehicle operators. National Standards should tie developed to 
meet this need. 

2. The National Standards must be developed and implemented in a timely 

). The Secretary of TVansportatioi 

—jlgate, within 6 months. National 

ators. The Standards shall include, but not be limited to: 

a. A defmition of "Commercial Motor Vehicle Operator" as applicable to vehicles 
weighting over 26,000 pounds GVW. 
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c. A single, and complete, driver record for each commercial motor vehicle opera- 
tor maintained ly^ the state of license issuance. 

d. E^hange of commercial motor vehicle operator records from one state to an- 
other, when state of residence is changed. 

e. Information to be included on commercial motor vehicle operator driver 

f. Classified Licensing System based on weight and type of truck or bus to be oper- 
ated. 

g. Testing of commercial motor vehicle operators in the type of vehicle they 
intend to drive. 

b. A requirement that prior to issuing a Commercial Vehicle Operator's License 
the state of issuance must determine if the operator holds a Commercial Motor Ve- 
hicle Operator's License in another jurisdiction. 

i. Such other matters as the Secretary deems appropriate, including estimates of 
cost to implement the recommended National Standards, and possible funding 



4. Funding needs of the state to implement the National Standards should be met 
by authorizmg Highway Safety Grants under Section 402(c) of Pub. L. 89-564, 
through the Motor Carrier Safety Assistance Program of the Suriace Transportation 
Assistance Act of 1982, and through increased user fees at the state level. Highway 
Trust Fund sanctions should not be used as a tool to ensure state implementation of 
the National Standards. 

The goals of a commercial licensing system should be to ensure that drivers are 
able to meet a minimum uniform standard of competen(^ before being allowed to 
operate a particular commercial vehicle type, and to provide complete and accurate 
data to otner states and to employers r^arding a driver's motor vehicle record. 
When making a decision to hire (or retain) a driver employee, motor carriers need 
to be able to relv on the adequacy of a driver's license in establishing a basic level of 
professional skill. Similarly, the employer and ita insurer must be able to discover 
any and all moving violations that are charged against a commercial operator's li- 

Theee goals will be best accomplished through state implementation of unifrom, 
federally-mandated standards developed through a rulemaking by the Department 
of Transportation, rather than having DOT issue a national commercial driver's li- 
cense. Although inadequate to meet existing needs, the states do at least have in 
place the personnel and procedures for testing and issuing Ucensea. The federal gov- 
ernment does not. Also, the issuance of a federal license by DOT would have to be 
enforced by federal agents, and revocations handled through DOT administrative 
bearings and ultimately the federal court system. 

PTCA recognizes that licensing of motor vehicle drivers has traditionally been a 
function of ftate government, and sees little reason to alter this approach. Out ob- 
jective is a meaningful and uniform Ucense — there is no need to nave the federal 
government involved in the issuance of the license itself when promulgation of fed- 
eral standards for state implementation will suffice. 

Hie uniform commercial license should apply to all commercial drivers of vehicles 
over 26,000 pounds GVW. both for interstate and iatrastate operations. A Kroes ve- 
hicle wei^t of 26,000 pounds is a standard trucking industry measure for different 
vehicle ciassiflcationB, and approximates the difference between local delivery 
trucks and long-haul vehicles (obvious exceptions to this would be heavy construc- 
tion trucks or gravel trucks, which are lo(^y-used vehicles). Generally weaking, 
however, vehicles over 26,000 pounds GVW have substantially different handling 
cbaracteriHtics and require more skill to operate than smaller commercial vehicles. 

Intrastate drivers should also be included because of the need for uniformity in 
ticentin^ standards. Under MCSAP and the Motor Carrier Safety Act of 1984, uni- 
formihr in state and federal regulations has become a priority. The need to ensure a 
driver^ competence is no less simply because his daily route does not take him 
across a state line. 

Adoption of these applicabihty provisions would require commercial licensing for 
approximately 2.5 to 3 million commercial drivers, a relatively manageable sub- 
group when compared to the 155 million licensed drivers in the countrytoday. 

As to specific standards for Issuing a commercial driver's license, PTCA asserta 
that this area is better suited to a rulemaking proceeding than legislation. Yet our 
members have made some observations r^ardmg certain issues in the licensing pro- 
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(a) Clasaification.— The commercial license should include several clamificatioDa 
based on the type of vehicle confiKuration, and decoding on the handling chaiac- 
teristics of a certain type of configuration. The velucle classifications should, to the 
extent poHBible, be rated so that a driver with a license for the nuMt difficult type of 
vehicle will also be able to drive lesser rated vehicles. 

(b) Written testing.— The written examination on the Federal Motor Carrier 
Safety Regulations now included in the driver qualification requirementa of 49 CFR 
Part 391 should be incorporated into the license requirementa inat-JiH Also, the 
written exam should not t>e an "open book" examination, and a miwimiim pasaiiig 
grade should be required. With these changes a carrier seeking to hire a new driver 
would not have to administer an additional written test to tlie applicant, but could 
rely on the driver's commercial Ucense that the driver had passed a statg-adminifr 
tered written exam. 

(c) Road testing. — As with the written test, th e roa d test now administered by the 
carrier as part of the driver qualifications in 49 CFR Part 391 should he incorporat- 
ed into the licensing procedures to avoid dupUcation of effort. We suggeat a system 
whereby the states either administer the road tests themselves, using state-owned 
vehicles, or certify company safety managers and/or driver trainers to administer 
the teats on behalf of the states in company-owned equipment. 

(d) Medical requirementB. — The medical examination requirement in 49 CFR Part 
391 should also be incorporated into the licensing requirements. In order to renew 
the commercial license, a requalification physical examination (now required every 
two years) would be required. 

(e) Training.— We do not envision the licensing requirementa to set out any par- 
ticular training standards, at least at present. The licensing rules should test a luiv- 
er's knowledge and driving skill, but need not require a prescribed course for 
achieving that knowledge and skill. Also, DOT has recently proposed a set of mini- 
mum standards for training tractor-trailer drivers. This proposal, should be prove to 
be effective and cost efficient, could serve as the basis for training requirements in 
the future. 

In order to ensure that a driver has only one commercial operator's license theie 
must be some system for exchanging license information among the states. In addi- 
tion, states should also exchange information on a driver's motor vehicle record, 
both personal violations and commercial, including speeding and all other serious 
violations. 

It is critical for a motor carrier to have access to a driver's complete motor vehicle 
record. A carrier that fails to reasonably check a driver's record, and allows a driver 
with many violations to operate a commercial vehicle, may he held liable under a 
"negligent entrustment" theory if the driver is involved in an accident. If the carri- 
er intentionally or recklessly disregards the violations and allows the driver to oper- 
ate a commercial vehicle, me carrier may be held liable for punitive damages aa 
well if an accident occurs. 

To effectively identi^ each commercial driver, we believe that some form of 
unique personal identifier must be included in the license and record informatitn. 
Retinal images or fingerprints, digitized so they can be transmitted via telepbone 
wires, are two examples of existing technolc^ to accomplish this goal. 

A central file, with the states exchanging license and driving record informatiaa 
by mail, mav be necessary as a temporary measure. But a system based on atail 
exchange will never transmit the information as efficiently as motor canierB re- 
quire. For the information exchange to work, the state administrators must be both 
willing and financially able to participate. Simply mandating that states com^, 
even under threat of lost highway funding, will not accomplish this end. Sentung 
copies of Ucense applications and violation records to Washington (or wherever a 
central file is located) will not be a high priority for state administrators. As the lag 
between the time a license is revoked and the time that information is included in 
the central file increases, the value of the data will be lessened. 

To ensure timely state involvement in the information exchange, PTCA has been 
active in an effort to establish a national telecommunications network, administered 
by the states, with which the states could electronically share commercial driver li- 
censing and motor vehicle record information. The immediate goal is to develop a 
system that would permit a state to determine whether an appbcant for a commei> 
cial driver's license already holds such a license in another state, and would permit 
a potential employer to have access to a complete motor vehicle record for any 
driver applicant. 

The new system is expected to supplement the National Driver Roister (NDR), 
which was established by Congress m 1960 and computerized by 1982 legislation. 
However, the NDR computer network is only now beginning a four-state pilot pro- 
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gram, with limited inibrmation available; a national system will not be in place 
until 1992 at the earlieBt. It in expected that the new teleccxnmunications srotem 
will provide mare infonnation te both state administraters and trucking inaustry 
management, have a faster turnaround time for requeets within the system, and be 
on-line nationally much sooner than the NDR. 

The NDR contains fundamentally different information than the proposed infor- 
mation e:(change program. NDR uses a problem driver pointer Hjetom, where onlv 
the worst offenders are identified and listed. We envision a system that lists aU 
commercial drivers, with a complete record of serious violations (including speeding 
citations, which the NDR escludes). At least at the outset, we suggest that the two 
^stems remain separate. 

The American Association of Motor Vehicle Administrator has recently awarded 
a contract on a systm design and coet/benefit study on the telecommunications net- 
work^ The study results mil be in by fait of 1986; if its conclusions show a system 
ttkat is both feasible and cost effective, as we expect, implementetion could be^in in 
the states as early as 1987. 

Although the system design and coet/benefit study will provide additional coet fig- 
ures, initial estimates by system vendors indicate the origmal capital costs of a tele- 
communications ^Btem run between $30 and $50 million over several years. We 
strongly suggest that congress authorize a portion of that amount each year for the 
next four years from MCSAP and the 402(a) highway safety funds. Operational ex- 
penses for the system will be underwritten by user fees for information requests. 

THE COMMEBCIAL MOTOR VKHICLB BAFKTY PTWO 

Section 3 of S. 1903 would establish a "Commercial Motor Vehicle Safety Fund." 
Penalties and fines for violations of the Federal Meter Carrier Safety Regulations 
would be placed in this fund and used for incentive grants to states to conduct 
random inspections of commercial motor vehicles and random chemical testa of driv- 
ers to determine drug and alcohol use. If a driver was found to be intoxicated or 
under the influence of a controlled substances his Ucense would have to be suspend- 
ed for at least 150 days. 

The provision is administratively, and perhaps constitutionally, unsound. The 
Bureau of Motor Carrier Safety takes in only about $1 million per year in motor 
carrier tines: under the Motor Carrier Safety Act of 1984, this money is deposited in 
the Highway Trust Fund. Although increased enforcement efforts should increase 
the revenue yield dramatically, even several million dollars a year will not provide 
much incentive when divided amoi^ 50 states and administrative expenses are de- 
ducted. 

Also, this program dupUcates the federal grant pn^rams in MCSAP and in the 
Alcohol Safety Countermeasures Program of the National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration. There is already incentive money for the states to unplement these 

CIS. Establishing a third program adds another layer of administrative expenae. 
license suspension provision of Section 3 could be added onto other sections of 
the bill, although PICA members urge that there be an automatic one-year suspen- 
sion of a commercial operator's license for impaired driving in a commercial vehicle. 
Finally, random chemical testii^ of truck drivers, without reasonable suspicion of 
drug or alcohol use, may violate the fourth amendment right to be free from unrea- 
sonable search and seizure. Drug testing in particular requires the more intrusive 
methods of urinalysis or blood testing. Without some standard for enforcement offi- 
cers to follow, the courts are likely to hold that the right of privacy precludes such 
personal invasions, even for commercial motor vehicle operators. PTCA does not 
oppose random drug and alcohol testins for drivers; in fact, our Safety Committee 
has authorized the Council to request that the Bureau of Motor Carriers mandate 
testing for drug use in the preemployment and biannual physical examinations, and 
also give carriers the authority to test for drug or alcohol use at any time "for rea- 
sonable cause." This approach is similar to the rules recently adopted by the Feder- 
al Railroad Administration, which have been upheld in federal court challenge. 
However, testing by state enforcement officers for drug or alcohol use by drivers 
could be best accomplished through the existing Motor Carrier Safety Assistance 
Program. We believe it is more expedient to add to an existing and succeasftll pro- 
gram than to create a new bureaucratic structure. 

AUTHORIZAHON LXVKLS FOK THE MOTOB CABEIKH SAFETY ABSIOTANCB PKOOXAH 



MCSAP is a study in federal-state cooperation toward a common dajective. By the 
end of fiscal year 1987, DOT expecte to nave 4,000 new state inspectors conducting 
roadside checks on equipment and drivers. In addition, virtually every state in the 
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country will have adopted the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Regulations or equin- 
lent nuee for intrastate traffic. 

PTCA endorsee the extension of MCSAF and the increased authorization leveb 
contained in Sectbn 6 of S. 1903. The increased funding is necemary to cover ex- 
panded state participation in the program, development of a national teleconununi- 
cations network over several years, and testing for drug and alcohol use by common 
leal drivers. MCSAP is one area where the federal government's money is well 
spent 

We look forward to working with the committee and Staff to develop a safie^ 1^ 
that will result in a further reduction of fatalities and injuries from motor carrin 
accidents. I will be pleased to answer any questions you may have. 

Thank you. 

The Chairman. Thank you, Mr. Schweitzer. 

Mr. Harvison. 

Mr. Harvison. Thank you, Senator, and good morning. My name 
is Cliff Harvison. I am president of National Tank Truck Carriers, 
a national association representing over 200 companies engaged in 
tank truck transportation. 

I want to thank you for the opportunity to testif|r this morning 
and I would like to note that I will limit my remarks to the appb- 
cability of the draft legislation to the training, licensing, and certi- 
fication of tfmk trucks Ifiden with hazardous materials — or drivers 
of tanks trucks, rather. 

As you might expect, we stronely support the concept <tf a single 
national driver's license issued by the States for all conunercial 
motor vehicle operations. At the same time, we rect^^nize t^t it is 
just not enough to support a concept that we who are engaged sub- 
stantially in the transportation of hazardous materials have special 
obligations to the public. We do feel that this l^islation can be 
amended somewhat to enhance safety. 

For the purposes of comparison with the drive ft^ight sector of 
the industry, let me chfu'acterize tank truck transpor^tion. Eesen- 
tially, we are composed of three competitive elements: private car- 
riers, for-hire carriers, and so-called jobbers. The latter element op- 
erates the most vehicles but their operations Eire generally limited 
to short haul petroleum deliveries, specifically gasoline and heating 
oil. 

On the other hand, most private and for-hire fleeta are either re- 
gional or national in their scope of operation and transport a wide 
variety of products including such items as chemicals and hazard- 
ous wastes. 

Overall, these three entities control Em estimated 102,500 comln.- 
nation vehicles, and it is reasonable to assume tbat over 70 perooit 
of the total tonnage hauled by the entire industry would meet the 
DOT definition of hsizEtrdous materials. 

Now, obviously, middle distillate petroleum products are the 
most commonly hauled products; however, as I noted, we get into a 
wide VEtriety of chemicals, recyclables, and hazardous wastes. 

The nature of our business, combined with increasing public con- 
cern over the transportation of hazardous materials, compels sup- 
port of the drfift Commercial Motor Vehicle Safety Act of 1986 and 
leEids me to offer some refinements for your consideration. 

For instance, it is my understanding that the provisions of the 
proposal would apply onlj^ if the vehicle is placarded according to 
IX)T r^ulations. Now, this will create substfuitial problems in the 
drive freight portion of the trucking industry. However, I would 
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like to note for the record that, in my opinion, it will not limit the 
proposal's applicability to the tank truck sector, nor would it create 
unreasonable or administrative or operational burdens. 

We are concerned, however, over criteria outlined in section 
4(cXl)- Therein it would appear that States are given the option of 
imposing licenBing criteria more strict than published Federal 
minimums. We have no objection to giving States latitude in this 
area. However, we suggest strongly that the bill should be amend- 
ed to ensure reciprocity between all States for any and all drivers 
licensed under the Federal minimum. 

Hopefully, the committee could appreciate the administrative 
and operational burdens and chaos that would result if a driver 
firom State A could not operate in State B even though he had com- 
plied with Federal minimums. I do not believe that such a situa- 
tion is contemplated by the committee, but I think clariiication of 
tiie proposal is in order. 

Next, I have been informed that certain agricultural o[>erations 
would be exempted from the scope of the l^islation. At the risk of 
entering a very poUtically sensitive area, may I illustrate the prob- 
lem within the context of the following scenario: 

Anhydrous ammonia is a fertilizer used commonly throughout 
the United States. Millions of gEillons are produced and transported 
annually on our highways. Anhydrous ammonia is also a com- 
pressed gas, any massive amount of which, if released at any one 
time, is life-threatening. 

Two identical tank trucks, each laden with 11,000 gallons of am- 
monia, are residy for dispatch from a fertilizer dealer to a farm, 
one unit being driven by an employee of a trucking company, the 
other being driven by an employee of a farm co-op. 

Is the objective of safety served by exempting either or both of 
these drivers from the law? 

Mr. Chairman, eis I noted esu'lier, the tank truck transportation 
of hazardous materials represents special concerns and we believe 
the current l^islation can be strengthened. For instance, it is axio- 
matic that a tank truck driver must have some working knowledge 
of the fundamental hazard characteristics of the product being 
transported. For his or her own good and for the good of the driv- 
ing public, the driver should be trained in how to deal with, for ex- 
ample, oxidizers versus flammables versus corrosives, and so forth. 

"nierefore, we suggest that carrier employers be compelled to cer- 
tify that the driver has been trained in one or more hazard criteria 
based upon current DOT hazardous materials cltissificationfl. Fur- 
thermore, the driver should be required to have evidence of such 
training and certification available for compliance inspections, ^y 
that we meem, eis an example, wfillet cards similar to present DOT 
requirements for physical examinations and quEilification. 

Lastly, we believe that it is essential that some d^pree of retrain- 
ing and recertification be mandated when an individual switches 
jobs, especially when the new hire will be dealing with hazardous 
materials. The need for such a prc^ram is confirmed by the realiza- 
tion that many drivers work only on a seasonal basis while others 
may be independent contractors or broi^ht in from a dry releasing 
pool. 
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Again, Senator, we Eire pleased to offer support fen* the proposal 
We have offered some refinements. Hopeful^, they will be consid- 
ered positively, and I stand ready to attempt to respond to any 
questions. 

Thank you. 

The Chairhan. Gentlemen, thank you very much for your testi- 
mony. You have examined the bill with great care. la it accurate to 
say that you believe that the draft of the bill, the latest version of 
it, would be a significant step forward? 

Mr. Schweitzer. I would like to say that; yes. We have worked 
with your staff and there has been a considerable amount of work 
within this working group in order to reach consensuB on the idea 
of licensing and qualifications of drivers and also on the whole idea 
of trying to get a workable system where the States can not only 
hcense the drivers, but keep track of their motor vehicle records. 

I think the idea of the Federal standards for State implementa- 
tion of the license is the proper way to go. I think increased use of 
MCSAP and expanded funchng for that program in order to in- 
crease the inspection program is also a proper w»r to go. and I be- 
lieve that in general the approach of tiie re^dsed draft is a big step 
foward. 

The one problem I do have with it is that it does apply to vehi- 
cles over 10,000 pounds gross vehicle weight which would bring in, 
my guess is, 2 to 3 times the number of drivers that you would 
have if it applied only to vehicles over 26,000 pounds. 

The Chairman. Is there general agreement on the 26,000 pounds 
criterion? 

Mr. Perini. Yes, Mr. Chairman, we would agree with that. 

The Chairman. Mr. Burkert, do you? 

Mr. Burkert. Yes, we do. 

The Chairman. Mr. Harvison. 

Mr. Harvison. Yes, Senator, £uid strictly for the reason and the 
fact that our industry does not operate any vehicles under that cri- 
teria. In other words, when you are talking about imposing this, 
you Eu% talking about imposing this on 100 percent of our industry. 

The Chairman. Mr. Perini, I apol(%ize. Did you have a ftuiher 
comment? 

Mr. Perini. I was going to point out that I em very much in 
agreement with the gentleman to my right here, Mr. Schwc^zer, 
that if you try to get this too far down, you are going to include so 
many operators that the system is going to be very difficult to get 
off the ground. I say that classified licensing has been around for 
many years, and p^ of the problem has always been wlu> do we 
include and who do we exclude? 

I think the bill does a good job in that respect. 

The Chairman. And tiiere is general agreement that the inob- 
lem of multiple licensing is today a significant problem and that H 
should be corrected, ana that the preferred way of correcting it is 
to let the States administer a uniform standard, rather than to 
create a new Federal licensing process. 

Mr. Perini. 1 would agree with that, sir. 

Mr. BuRKEET. [Node affirmatively.] 

Mr. Harvison. Yes, sir. 
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The Chairman. What do you think about a phase-in down to 
10,000 pounds? Would that be a good idea? 

Mr. BuRKEBT. It really doea not eiffect our industry, Mr. Chair- 
man, because I think like the tank truck people, baMcally our in- 
dustry deals with heaw vehicles. 

Mr. ScHwanzBR. It does affect many of the companies that I rep- 
resent. If you go down to 10,000 pounds you are talking about local 
delivery, bread trucks, and soft drink bottlers, and a lot of very 
local intracity delivery trucks. 

I am not saying that there may not be a multiple license problem 
in that weight cat^ory, but I think primarily the mult^>Ie license 
problem is for over-the-road drivers who average 70,000 to 120,000 
miles a year. I think that is where we ought to conc^itrate the ef- 
forts. 

Mr. PxRDn. I would agree with that, Mr. Chairman. 

The Chaisman. Let me ask you about the 0.04 blood alcohol con- 
tent and the point that was made by Mr. Sweeney. He said that 
because of the 2-hour callback, it just was not workable; that you 
have people who were subject to being called back to duty on 2 
hours notice, and that means that if somebody has a couple of 
beers watching the ballgame on the TV and is called back, he is 
aubject to the 0.04. 

He said that if you are going to do that, you should have a longer 
callback provision. What are your comments on this? 

Mr. Schweitzer. I think you hit the nail on the head when ^ou 
said that the Federal regulations alreeidy prohibit any consumption 
of alcohol within 4 hours of going on duty. If they are drinking 2 
hours before they start driving a truck, they are violating the law 
already. Whether or not that provision is adequately enforced I 
think 18 irrelevant. They are in violation of the law. 

The Craieman. Let us suppose — and it is my understanding that 

i'ust by breatiiing, your blood alcohol content is reduced by 0.015 an 
tour, something like that. 

Now, let us suppose that somebody has a 0.10 blood alcohol level 
and they have been partying, and they got a callback to report in 4 
hours. That would mean that they be down to 0.04 under tnose cir- 
cumstances in 4 hours. 

Is there a problem in too short a callback time now? I mean do 
you understand the point that Mr. Sweeney was making? Is there a 
reason for concern and how should we etddress it? 

Mr. Hasvison. Senator, I think Mr. Sweeney pointed out the fact 
that if this peuiJculEU' Eispect came into play, some n^otiations 
would have to go on between labor and industry and my thought 
when he made that statement was, well, they have ren^otiated 
the 2-hour aspect to begin with. 

I Hank within the contest of this l^islation, you are dealing 
with a technical problem that can be addressed. I think there prc^ 
ably is a sufficient amount of research, body of research that is out 
there to say how the blood alcohol content would decrease over a 
period of time given certain factors and what have you. 

I would just like to make the point that I do not think that the 
concept and the objectives of this very, very positive legislation 
should be — I do not think there should be any stumbling block and 
I do not think that that particular problnn is a stumSling block. 
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You pass the legislation and the industry and the Teamstera 
Union, as they have in the past— because we have been sulqect to 
Federal regulation since 1935 — we are going to take care of tiioee 
problems. 

The Chairman. You say that there is strong opposition. 

Mr. Harvison. And I appreciate that. I think the example that 
was given in terms of the callback is a very, very valid example 
and something that has to be dealt with. 

There £ire two things this committee has to keep in mind. No. 1, 
let's not let these matters which historically have been dealt with 
over the bargaining table serve as a stumbling block to expeditious 
passage and implementation of this very desirable l^islation. 

And the second thing that has to be kept in mind is that the vast 
number of people out there driving trucks as a way of living are 
not Teamsters, and I do not say that to degrade the Union or any- 
thing like that. That is just the way it is. 

This ultimately will be reflected in the Federal regulatory struc- 
ture through DOT. They are going to have to pass rOTjlaUons on 
this either in Etnd of their own motion, as we heard all good inten- 
tions of this morning, or at the direction of this Congress. 

That situation is going to change Euid the bfirgaining units and 
the employee/employer relationships will be mandated to adjust 
accordingly. There is nothing new about that. It has been going on 
since 1935. 

The Chairman. So you think the practiced effect of all this iB 
that the 2-hour callbfick will be adjusted? 

Mr. Hahvison. I think there will be adjustments, certainljjr. 

The Chairman. Does anyone else want to comment on this? 

Mr. Bursert. I would just like to comment irom the point of 
view of the bus industry. Certainly Rick's point on the l^al rEunifi- 
cations, the 4-hour abstention period is a vedid one. That is current- 
ly in the regulations. 

As a practical matter, though, people that we call from our extra 
board, in certain union carriers, know that they are on the extra 
board and history has shown, these people will not even go to the 
shopping center tor 2 hours. "They are afraid they are going to mias 
the call. So they know they are on call imd they know the circum- 
stances that they are working under and are absolutely aware of 
the ramifications of alcohol. 

I etm not going to say that that cuts everybody off from a drink; 
that would be highly imprsictical to say. I think that these people 
are aware of their circumstances and can enter that abstentuHi 
period, quite frankly. 

Mr. I^RiNi. Mr. Chairman, I would like to point out that I agree 
with Mr. Schweitzer that £is a matter of practical feict, if a person 
is going to drive a vehicle of that size, that person should be &ee of 
alcohol altogether. 

Now, my concern with the 0.04 percent is that it really consti- 
tutes sort of a legislative lightening rod because this is an issue 
that is going to have to go through uie State legislative process as I 
understand it. 

Once you get into a State l^iislature and you start arguing per 
se legislation, you generate a great deal of collateral debate which 
is probably not germane. 
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The Chaikbiian. Well, the 0.10 I think we did the same way, 
didn't we? The 0.10 is roughly the same. In other words, you say 
Uie State does not have 0.10. There could be certain sanctions im- 
posed by the Federal Government. 

Mr. Pbsini. Well, 0.10, just from the standpoint of the volume of 
alodiol in the blood, 0.10 is a lot less subject to debate than some of 
the lower numbers. I know there have been efforts to reduce BAG 
levels to 0.8 and so forth, but this is a new number. 

The GHAipMAN. Do you think that this is a lightening rod and 
that therefore we should just drop it? 

Mr. Peeini. Probably by regulation, it could be handled by r^u- 
lation either at State level or Federfil requirement that a regula- 
tion be promulgated in that area, rather than put this into the 
statute where all of a sudden it becomes visible. 

The Chaisman. Any other comments? 

Gentlemen, thank you very much for your testimony. 

The next panel: John Archer of the American Automobile Asso- 
ciation; Rita Bontz, Maryland Independent Truckers & Drivers As- 
sociation; Earl Eisenhart, American Association of Motor Vehicle 
Administrators; Michael O'Connell, Owner-Operators Independent 
Drivers Association of America. 

Mr. Archer, you are first on the list. Would you please go first? 

STATEMENTS OF JOHN W. ARCHER, MANAGING DIRECTOR, GOV- 
ERNMENT AFFAIRS, AMERICAN AUTOMOBILE ASSOCIATION; 
BITA BONTZ, PRESIDENT, MARYLAND INDEPENDENT TRUCK- 
ERS & DRIVERS ASSOCIATION; EARL EISENHART, DIRECTOR 
OF GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS, AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF 
MOTOR VEHICLE ADMINISTRATORS; AND MICHAEL O'CON- 
NELL, LEGAL COUNSEL, OWNER-OPERATORS INDEPENDENT 
DRIVERS ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA 
Mr. Akcher. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

AAA serving more than 26 million members, appreciates the op- 
portunity to testify today. We would like, first of all, to thank you 
for introducing this legislation and for recognizing f^e need to set 
standards for driver testing and to put an end to the practice of 
multiple licensing. 

We believe that licensing of drivers of large trucks must reflect 
the fact that these vehicles present unique safety problems. Truck 
drivers spend long hours behind the wheel of a commercial vehicle 
that is big, poweriful and unwieldy. Big trucks have long stopping 
distances, enormous potential for jackkniiing rollover, and are 
often driven in interstate commerce, thereby inviting the multiple 
licensing problem. 

Obviously a license to operate such a vehicle should be tightly 
controlled. It should be an occupational license issued according to 
standfuds ensuring that the truck operator is a competent profee- 
sionEil. 

However, as has been repeatedly noted, in 19 States and in the 
District of Columbia, if you pass the r^ular motorist licensing 
tests in your compact car, you are entitled to drive a tractor semi- 
trailer nationwide and a tandem trailer truck in every State but 
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bad truck licensing is. 

To the best of our knowledge, the statutes of only seven States 
actually require that a driver of a combination tru^ be tested in 
the exact type of vehicle he or she intends to drive. Only Califoniia 
and &^chigan require special qualifications for truck drivers haul- 
ing hazardous materials, obviously the most dangerous shifnnfflits. 
And only Connecticut requires that twin trailer drivers denum- 
strate their competency in operating that type of equipment. 

^^>bably most importantly, Mr. Chairman, a number of States 
actually require nonresidents to obtain a license if emplc^red as a 
driver by a resident corporation, thereby requiring dnvers to 
obtain more than one license. 

If you were just visiting this heeiring, you mi^ht have the impres- 
sion that there are a large number of truck dnvers nefariously ob- 
taining additional licenses. The reality is that at least nine States 
require them to have multiple licenses. In short, today State gov- 
ernments are creating the problem, in large part. 

That is why we think that reform is needed and that Federal le^ 
islation is needed. And the public agrees, Mr. Chairman. 

In a scientific national poll, 77 percent of the respondents be- 
lieved the Federal Government should change licensing procedures 
and issue a single truck driver's license. Eighty-two percent of the 
AAA members participating in that poll agreed. 

We believe the public's concern is quite well-founded. Combina- 
tion trucks currently have a fatality rate over two timee that of 
passenger cars, even though combination trucks predominantly use 
the safest roads in the world. Of the 4,908 people killed in nea^ 
truck accidents in 1984, only 920 or ^ust 18.7 percent were track 
occupants. AAA behves that a national truck driver licensiiig 
system would assure adequate testing of truck drivers and help put 
an end to the practice of multiple licensing in several States. 

We therefore recommend national licensing system to be amdica- 
ble to all drivers of commercial vehicles over 26,000 pounds. Und^ 
this system States would test drivers and issue licenses according 
to uniform Federal standards and the Federal Government wouU 
maintain a central index of all drivers to eliminate the multiple li- 
censing problem Euid to ensure that an individual whose license ia 
suspended or revoked in one State is not inadvertently licensed in 
another. 

In our view, the exact types of vehicle classes to be tested should 
be determined by rulemalang. However, we strongly believe that 
those classes at a Tninimmn should include not only straight truck 
and tractor-semitrailer, but also multicombination truck, tank 
truck and bus. 

The nationiil Ucensing standards approach is the only near-term 
potential solution to solving the hcensmg problems associated with 
drivers of heavy commercial vehicles. The National Driver Register 
and the driver license compact have inherent weaknesses that will 
render them ineffective in controlling the commercial vehicle ope^ 
ator for the foreseeable ^ture absent strong nationeil standards. 
And a Federal license, although a good idea, is not politically feasi- 
ble at this time. 

Thank you for the opportunity to appear. 
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(The statement follows:] 



The American Automobile Aaaodation, Berving more than 26 million membera, 
anweciates this opportunity to comment on national licensing of heavy commercial 
vehicle operators. We thank you, Chairman Danforth, for recognizii^ the need to 
Bet standards for driver testing and to put an end to the practice of truck drivers 
holding multiple licensee. 

Triple A believes that licensing and regulation of drivers of large trucks must re- 
flect the fact that these vehicles present unique safety problems. Truck drivers 
apend long houre behind the wheel of a commercial vehicle that is big, powerful, 
and unwieldy. Big trucks have long stopping distances, enormous potnitial for 
jMflrhnifing or rollover, and are often driven in interstate commerce, Uiereby invit- 
ing the multiple licensing {Rublem. A license to operate such a vehicle should be a 
ti^tly-controUed occupational license issued accenting to standards ensuring that 
the truck operator is a ccmipetent professional. 

But today in 19 states and the IMstrict of Columbia, if you pass the regular motoi^ 
ist licensing test in your compact car, you are entitled to drive a tractor semi-trailer 
trade nationwide and a tandem tr^er truck in every state except Connecticut.' 
Wone ytrt, to the beet of our knowledge the statutes of only seven states require 
that a driver of a combination truck be tested on the type of vehicle he or she in- 
tends to drive; ' only California and Michigan require special qualifications for 
truck drivers hauling liazardoua materialsi ^ and only Connecticut requires that 
twin-trailer drivers demonstrate their competency in operating that type of equip- 
ment. Nine states even require non-reeidents, to obtain a hcense if employed as a 
driver by a resident, thereby requiring multiple licensee.* 

Multiple licenses allow Interstate truckers to spread their traffic violations over a 
number of Ucenaes, thereby assuring a "good driver" rating regardless of the 
number Of violations they have committed. 

In abort, the current system demands immediate reform. 

As we testified before this Committee last September, the public recognizee this 
urgent need. A scientific, national poll to obtain information and consumer atti- 
tuoes toward truck driver licensing procedures was conducted for AAA in July, 
1986. Seventy-seven percent of the respondents believed the federal government 
should change licensing procedures and issue a single truck driver's license. Eighty- 
two percent of AAA members participating in the survey supported the concept. 

The public's concern is well-founded. Combination trucks currently have an acci- 
dmt fatality rate more than two times that of passenger cars even though combina- 
tkoi trucks predominantly use the safest roads in the world. Of the 4,90S killed in 
heavj-truck accidents in 1984, only 920, or 18.7 percent, were truck occupants.* 

Just as commercial aircraft pilots are effectively grounded when the Federal Ad- 
ministration suntends or revokes their pilot's licenses, so should a commercial vehi- 
cle operator be "grounded" when traffic violations are so serious or so frequent that 
lioenae suspension or revocation is warranted. But neither the National IMver Reg- 
itter (NDR) nor the Driver License Compact (DLC) have been able to deal effectively 
with the multiple licensing problem. More importantly, both the NDB and the DlC 
have inherent weaknesses that will render them ineffective in controlling the com- 
meraal vdiicle operator for the foreseeable future, absent strong national stand- 
■rds. 

One of the essential elements of effective driver licensing is classified licensing. 
Yet almost half of the states (14) which are members of the Driver License Compact 
do not have a classified driver licensing program, while 14 of the 20 states which are 
not members of the Compact do have a classified licensing pn»ram. The Compact 
will continue to be ineffective unless it is enforced by national licensing standards. 



National Trentportatian Sefe^ Board Droit Safety Study, Training. Licennng, and Qualifl- 
ion Slandarda for Drivsn of Heavy TnickB, NTSB/SS-S6/D2. 
Development cS Knowledge and Perfonnance T»ta for Heavy Vehicle OperaCoie, Volume 1: 



* Development « Knowledge and PeribnnBnce Testa for Heavy Vehicle OperaCoie, Volume 1: 
Dene l o m n e nt and Field Twt (Deoember 1984 Pinal Report DOT HS-806 688) Study by National 
PtJrtJcSOTyicae Researchjnatitute for NHT8A. 
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AAA believee that a national truck driver licensing system would BMUre adequate 
testing of truck drivers and help put an end to the practice of a truck driver obta in- 
ing licenses in several states. We therefore recommend a national licenaiDg Byttem 
tobe appUcable to all drivers of commercial vehiclee over 26,000 pounds. Under thii 
system states would test drivers and issue licenses according to uniform federal 



e is suniended or revoked in one state is not inadvertentlv licensed in another 

state. Funding would also be shared, with states generating uieir portion from in- 
creased testing and/or license fees and possibly also from federal Motor Carrier 
Safety Assistance Program (MCSAP) grants, and the federal central index portion 
funded from MCSAP or 402 highway safety fiinds. 

The testing component of such a system could be funded through a one-time ex- 
amination fee impoeed on the driver. Based on testing done in the State of Mary- 
land, AAA estimates that the one-time additional testing ceet would amount to 
$20.00 to $40.00 per driver, assimiing additional testing faolities would not have to 
be constructed. While admittedly a rough estimate, we nevertheless believe it sub- 
stantiates our view that the cost of such testing would not be exorbitant and could 
reasonably be impoeed on the driver as an entrance cost into the industry. 

We believe the central index component of such a system could be ftinaed throo^ 
an expansion or shift of MCSAP program funds or use of 402(c) funding for state 
highway safety programs. (Improvement of driver licensing is already among the 
specific objectives approved for 402 programs.) 

The licensing system envisioned by AAA is outlined below: 

QUALIFICATIONS FOR A NATIONAL TRUCK DRIVER'i 



session of a national license documents demonstrated skill in the safe maneuveriiu 
of heavy trucks, a uniform set of testing standards should be developed and otoihuI- 
gated through fbderal rulemaking. Once adopted, such standards would then neconw 



the basis for minimum testing and licensing standards in all states. 

State motor vehicle departments would be responsible for testing applicants in a^ 
cordance with the national test procedures established by the rulemaking. Elach ap- 
plicant would be required to demonstrate ability to operate the type of vehicle m 
which the applicant seeks a license. Applicants tested on the mo^ difficult type of 
vehicle could oe licensed to operate certain other conBgurations. 

In addition, each applicant for the national license should, at a minimum: 

(1) Be at least 21 years of age; 

(2) Pass a written test for the appropriate class of vehi cle; 

(3) Pass the physical examination specified in 49 CFB S B91.43 or be eligible far a 
waiver as provided in 3 391.49; and 

<4) Certily that; 

(a) No operator's license currently issued to the applicant is under suspensian w 
revocation; 

(b) During the prece<Ung three years the applicant has had no convictions for trat 
fic violations resiilting in a fatality; 

(c) During the preceding three years the applicant has had no traffic law convic- 
tions nor forfeiture of bond or collateral on chaises of driving under the influence <d 
alcohol or drugs, or leaving the scene of an accident involving personal injury ta 

CUKRKNT DRIVEBS TO BE GRANDFATHEBEO AT TIMX OF UCKNSX BXNEWAL 

AU holders of a valid commercial driver's license should be permitted to apply for 
the national license as soon as they wish but would be required to apply st their 
regular time of license renewal. Grandfathered licenses would be issued to appli- 
cants providing evidence that they drove the tjrpe of vehicle for which the license ii 



sought during the preceding three years, with at least one full year of driving expe- 
rience with uiat vehicle during those three years. Valid medical ce"'"°~~' ' """ 

tification of a good safety record would also oe necessary. 



Each applicant for a grondfethered license would be checked through the central 
index so that no driver obtains more than one license at time of renewal. Issuance 
of grandfathered licenses at renewal dates would allow processing of national li- 
censes for current drivers at a slower rate than requiring application within a cer- 
tain period, putting less pressure on existing motor vehicle department resources. 
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Of course, the negative aide of a renewal aystein is that it would be at least four 
jrears from the initial implementation date before all current drivers would be 
issued a national license and entered into the central index. The very drivers this 
syatem is devised to weed out, those with multiple licenses covering bad records, 
would undoubtedly be the last to apply for grandfathering. 

Motor carriers themselves could ameliorate this problem by requiring their em- 
ployees to apply for the national truck driver's license within a year or less. 

New drivers should be required to cditain the national license as soon as possU>le. 



To ensure that no driver has more than one license, and to ensure that drivers 
who have been suspended or revoked in one state are not Ucensed by another state, 
a central licensing index should be created, containing the following information: 
his or her identification characteristics, including a unique identifier such as a fin- 
gerprint (if economically feasible); the operator's current addrees; the state issuing 
the license «4)ich is also the state maintaining the operator's complete driver 
record; and whether or not such operator's privilege to operate a commercial motor 
vehicle has ever been suspended or revoked. 

States would check new applicants for the national license with the central index 
to determine if a license had already been issued to that individual and also if that 
individual's license has ever been suspended or revoked. If only one license has been 
issued, and no indication of a suspension or revocation has been found, a new li- 
cense could be issued when the old license is surrendered. 

At a state's option, applicants suirenderiiig a national license from another state 
could also be subject to a check of the driving record in the previous state to con- 
firm that a discfualifying action is not now contemplated. This should be required 
when a check with the central index discloeea that the applicant has previously had 
a license miapended or revoked. In this instance the new state would stamp the ex- 
isting license to indicate an expiration date thirty days after application, or issue a 
tttnpMwy license valid for only thirty days, allowing the applii^t to continue driv- 
ing iriiile a check is underway. 

The national license issued would show the name, address, sex, date of birth, 
social security number, current color photograph of applicant, (the unique identifier, 
if an identifier is established), and other identification characteristics of the appli- 
cant, i.e., height, wei^t, color of hair, eyes, etc., and the state authorizing issuance. 
It vnnild specif date trf' issuance and indicate the type or types of vehicle upon 
which the apphcant has been tested and is qualified to drive, as well as a special 
hazardous materials endorsement if the applicant has passed a federally-establidied, 
p mo fail written exam testing basic generic information concerning the hauling of 
hazardous materials. 

The exact types of vehicle classes to be tested should be determined by rulemak- 
ing^ but it is our belief that those classes should include straight truck, tractor semi- 
trailer, multi-combination truck, tank truck, and bus. All five types of vehicle have 
different operating characteristics which make different demands on the driver. 
Passing the driving test in a multi-combination truck (two or more trailers) should 
automatically qualify the applicant to drive strai^t trucks or tractor senii-trailers, 
but those drivers wishing to drive a tank truck should take a separate test in a half- 
full tank truck to acquire a tank truck endorsement Of course applicants applying 
to become bus drivers should take a separate bus test in a bus. 

Via rulemaking, serious consideration should be given to a minimum age require- 
ment of 25 for tank truck operators, and for those operators driving trucks hauling 
hazardous materials. This requirement could be waived if the applicant had Buccees- 
fully completed an approved training course. 

AJso, AAA endorses a proposal already suggested in a FHWA rulemaking stipu- 
' " ', that drivers not oe permitted to drive a particular type of tank truck 
iht truck, tractor-semi trailer, muld-combinstion] unless that person had pre- 
y opnated the non-tank version of that truck for one year. 

Tlie n^ional license would be valid onl^ with the possession of a current medical 
certificate and only when operating vehicles of the type indicated on the license. 
Alteration of the license would be an offense resulting m revocation. 

VIOLATIONB KBPOBTING TO STATB OF meuANCB 

To ensure that each driver's record accurately reflects all serious motor vehicle 
violations that indicate a lack of competence or responsibilil^ behind the wheel, 
states must be required to report to the state c{ record convictions of serious viola- 
tiiMiB. At least initially, violations required to be reported could be limited to the 
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moBt serious violations, such as thoae required to be reported to the National DriTW 
Register or those specified to be reported by the Driver License Compact. 

hi addition, in our view egregious viomtions of hours of service requirementa 
should be included as a serious violation to be reported to the home state. Driver 
fatigue — stemming from excessive hours of operation — appears to be a significant 
factor in a large number of big truck accidents. 



, . . i list containing the names and 

identification number of all individuals who have had their licensee suspended or 
revoked and who have failed to surrender such licenses. This list would be forward- 
ed to the central labor index, which would then compile a nationwide list of opera- 
tors with outstanding revoked or suspended licenses and send it to chief state traffic 
law enforcement offidals for distribution to appropriate enforcement agendea. FaE- 
ure to surrender a su^nded or revoked license should constitute a very serious of- 
fense which, at a minunum, would automatically be punishable by an extended li- 
cense revocation. 

Enforcement officials would check this national list of delinquent operatore and 
licenses when checking credentials at inspection stations, weigh stations, or during 
roadside checks. 

QuBsnoNB OF ma CoMiinTEE ano thx Answers 
Queation. To what extent wiU the eatabliahment of a national or uniform commai^ 
cial drivers licensing system promote highway safety? 

Answer. Bstablismnent of a national commercial vehicle operators license woold: 
Ensure that drivers can competently handle the vehicles th^ will drive; 
Eliminate the dual problems of multiple licensing — that is. (1) eliminate the prac- 
tice of drivers holding more than one hcenee, thereby assuring their right to drive 
even when one of their licenses is suspended or revoked, and (2) prevent driven 
from spreading violations over several Ucense, thus preventing pointa from accumu- 
lating on any one license; 

Ensure that the commercial vehicle operator's Ucense is a vei? valuable license 
that the holder will know must be protected through safe, lawrabia' 
Identiiy problem drivers so that they can be retrained or rel 
their driving privileges are reinstated; and 

Professionalize the occupation of truck drivers fay mnhing the iss 
merdal motor vehicle license a symbol of achievement. 
Question. What should be the goals of the commercial drivers licensing eygttmt 
Answer. AAA beUeve that a commercial drivers licensing system should: 

(a) require adequate uniform testing standards for all drivers of heavy (xmunerdal 
vehicles; 

(b) ensure that drivers have only one license and one record; 

(c) when drivers change states of residence, require states to send driver convic- 
tion records to the new state of record so that each driver's record is complete; 

(d) require States to send notice of conviction of serious violations to the driver's 
state of residence (the exact violations required to be exchanged could be estal " ' 

^ rulemaking, or alternatively, the violations enumerated in the Driver I ,. 

Compact, which the Compact requires to be sent to the home state, could be used, 
along with ^msious hours of service violations); and 

(e) establish fair and uniform criteria for disquali^ing unsafe drivers (the txatt 
criteria should be established by rulemaking). 

Question. WiU these goa\B behest accom^ished by a national Ucense issued by the 
Department of Transportation or a uniform Ucense issued by the State? 

Answer. A federal Ucense would avoid many of the complications involved in set 
ting uii a program that reUes on cooperation of the states in teeting, PTr-hangim 
conviction mformation and performing the necessary record checks through a cen- 
tral index. 

Nevertheless, a commitment of federal personnel and dollars for such a project 
does not appear to be economically or politically feasible at this time. Moreover, « 
fiederal license would not reach tne intrastate driver, who should be required to 
prove similar skills and responsibility in operating a vehicle. 

We therefore recommend a system to be applicable to all drivers of commercial 
vehicles over 26,000 pounds, in which states conduct testing and issue licensee sfi- 
cording to uniform feileral criteria and the federal government mpintjina a central 
index of all drivers to eliminate the multiple licensmg problem and to ensure that 
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an indMdtuJ iAkm Ucmoe is Buspended or rented in <hm rtate is not inadvertent- 
ly licMiaed in another state. 

Pimding would also be shared, with states generating their portion trotn increased 
t—tiwg and/or licrase fees and possibly also fix»n federal Motor CarnM* Safe^ As- 
aiatance PrM[ram (HCSAP) grants, and the federal central index portion funded 
from MCSAP or 402 hidiway aatMv funds. 

Qutttimt. What standards ahoula a tiooising program provide for: 



AnswO'. AAA bdievM that legislation establishing a naticmal licensing ^;Bt«n 
ahouM caU for the foUowing standaitUr 



buck and hasardous materials opraation. With n__^ ._ 

hide ooniiguratjon, applicants tested on the most difficult ^pe of truck could be li- 
oensed to operate all other tmcks except that applicants wishing to drive a tank 
truck should be reapiired to peas a driving teet in a tank truck. 

Tlte need to specifically aodress the tank truck is illustrated by a recent notice at 
proposed rutemaldnK issued by the Federal Hi^wfl^ Administraticm, which makes 
qiacial note rf the deleterious effect on vehule stability" caused by cargo surge 
and sloshing in cargo tank Tehides. FHWA cited a Califoria Highway Patrol stu^ 
fiinling that cargo tank trucks were involved in overturn in overturn acddMlts 
tfaree times tliat recorded for all other tnidu in fatal and injury cases. This argues 
itrmigly for special testing for drivers operating tank truclo, with an appn^riate 
endorsement of the national truck driver license required. 

Drivers (f vehicles hauling hazardous materiab should be required to have n^aci- 
fied years <i tocpwitmce with the exact number of years detemuned tnr rulemaking. 
(AAA recommends at least three years experience.) The should qualify for the has- 
ardouB materials endorsement on^ after passage of the written, pass-foil test cover- 
ing basic prindples in the hazardous materials area and after proving tbey have the 
required experience. 

Quatiou. (b> Written testing? 

Answer. Written tests should be administered on a paas/fail basis. 

lltey should be designed to test an applicant's knowledge of safety rc^ulationa, 
safo driving prindples, and to determine whether an applicant is prepared to handle 
a heavy vehide in advene weather and traffic conditions that cannot practically be 
duplicated in a road test. 

As noted in Sji, applicanta wishing to drive vehicles hauling hazardous materials 
should be tested in this ares to the extent feasible. Exact questions and other test- 
's should be determii 

i (c) Road testing? 

AnswM'. Boad testing should be performed on the actual vehicle (^pe and configu- 
ration the driver is licensed to (hive except that qualification on the most difficult 
track should allow a driver to operate all other trucks, except a tank truck, to avoid 
duplication at testing. According to industry experts, such a test should be ten miles 
in length, take apfrtndmatiey 30 minutes, and cover a route offering aa many differ^ 
ent dnring conditions as ponihle. Ability to conduct a pr»4rip inspection, as well as 
ctMple and uncouple the unit, where antropriate, should be tested. 

llie eoact requiremmts of the classified system should be determined by rulonak- 
ioK however. AAA believes that there should be five basic classee; straight truck, 
tiactor-semi-trailer, multiple cmnbination truck, tank truck (endorsement), and bus. 

Quttlitm. (d) HetUcal requirements? 

Answer. Applicants should pass a physical examination such as that required 1^ 
current Bureau of Motor Comer safety rt^ulations (Sec. 391.4S). 

QiuttitM. (e) Training? 

Answer. Training standards should eventually be addressed by federal rulemak- 
ing, to encourage more driver training institutions to adopt quality training materi- 
als and more uniform curricula. At this time, however, no system to evaluate exist- 
ing training schools la sufficiently reliable to make formal training a uniform re- 
quirement for Ucensing. Furthermore, training requiremenU are not eeeential to the 
establishment of a national truck driver licensing system as are classified licensing 
witii adeouate teeting, creation of a central index of drivers of trucks over 26,000 
pounds, tne creation of one driver's record in the state of residence, and the re- 
quired notification of serious convictions to the state of record (the state of resi- 
dence). 

Question, (fi Disqualification? 

Answer. Bach state must conduct a check of new applicants with a central index 
to ensure that no driver has already been issued another license. States must be 
[ni^iibited from issuing a license if a check with another slate shows a current sus- 
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penaion or revocation. States should also be prohibited from iwuing a license until 
all other licenseH have been aurrendered. 

At a ininimuni falsifying information on the license application should be groundi 
for immediate license revocation. More severe penalties also should be considered. 

Specific moving offenses serving as a basis for disqualification roust be given care- 
ful consideration via rulemaking, but at a minimum should be those falling into the 
following categories enumerated in the Driver License Compact: 

Manslaughter or negligent homicide resulting from operation of a motor Tehicle, 

Driving a motor vehicle while under the influence of intoxicating liquor or narcot- 
ic drug, or under the influence of any other drug to a degree that renders the driver 
incapable of safety driving a motor vehicle. 

Any felony in the commission of which a motor vehile is used. 

Failure to stop and render aid in the event of a motor vehicle accident resulting 
in death or personal injury of another. 

In addition, driving more than a specified number of hours in one da^ also should 
be deemed a serious violation reportable to the home state. (Gxcessive fatigue— 
stemming from excessive hours of operation— appears to be a significant factor in a 
larae number of truck accidents.) 

QueBtion. To what extent can these standards be based on the drivers license txm- 
pact? 

Answer. As mentioned above the Driver License Compact requires the eichagne 
of conviction information for the serious offenses listed below. These criteria could 
serve as a basis for requiring states to exchegne information to maintain a comfdete 
driver record in state of issuance: 

Manslaughter or negligent homicide resulting from operation of a motor vehicle. 

Driving a motor vehicle while under the infoluence of intorixcating liquor or na^ 
cotic drug, or under the influence of any other drug to a degree that renders the 
driver incapable of safety driving a motor vehicle. 

Any felony in the commission of which a motor vehicle is used. 

Failure to stop and render aid in the event of a motor vehicle accident resulting 
in death or personal injury of another. 

Question. To what extent can these standards be based on State classified licens- 
ing systems? 

Answer. State classified systems vary enormously; uniform Tninjnm m testing 
standards will have to be developed through rulemaking, with the option given to 
the states to impose more demanding testing standards ifthey choose. 

Question. To what extent can these standardB be based on existing Department of 
Transportation regulations? 

Answer, Current BMCS regulations are undergoing a thorough review as a result 
of the Motor Carrier Safety Act of 1984. Using the existing regulations as a basis for 
standards would therefore be inappropriate. According to a recent study developed 
by the National Transportation Safety Board, many of the BMCS standards are in- 
effective, leaving too many loopholes for avoidance, or are too poorly enforced to 
achieve any positive safety results. 

Question. Whet ere the most feasible and cost effective methods for ensuring that 
no commercial driver has more than one license? 

a. If a central file is created for this purpose, what sorts of information should it 
include? 

1. Commercial and noncommercial record information? 

2. Is some type of unique identifier necessary? 

Answer. A central index should be established which would include the fallowing 
information concerning each operator of a commercial motor vehicle: 

(1) Such information as the Secretary of Transportation considers appopriate to 
ensure identification of such operator (including a unique identifier if and when the 
Secretary fuids that such identifier is economically feasible.) 

(2) The address of such operator. 

<3) The social security number of such operator. 

(41 whether or not such operator has been disqualified from operating a comme^ 
cial motor vehicle. 

An index is required to ensure that no driver has more than one license, and to 
ensure that drivers who have been suspended or revoked in one state are not li- 
censed by another state. It would accomplish these dual goals by identifying each 
driver, indicating which state maintains the complete driver record, end by indicat- 
ing whether or not that operator had been disqu^ified from operating a commercial 
motor vehicle. 

Among the identification characteristics in the central index, a unique identifi- 
er — such as a fingerprint, electronically stored, should be included if sucn identifier 
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can be implemented quickly in an economically-accepted manner. The technologv is 
currently available to read fmgerprinta and convert the fingerprint pattern to £gi- 
tal data that can be stored and retrieved by computers. Implementetion prt^lems 
relate to cost and a lack of complete computerization in some stat«e. However, even 
without a unique identifier, the central index would eliminate moot of the multiple 
licensing problems. 

States would check new applicants for the national license with the central index 
to det«nnine if a license had already been issued to ttiat individual and whether 
tJi&t individual has ever had a license suspended or revoked. If the driver is already 
licensed, no new license could be issued until the old license is surrendered, with 
the state retaining the option of checking with the state of record to ensure that no 
disqualifying action is now contemplated against the driver. If the check with the 
central index indicates no license has previously been granted, the state would issue 
a license within 30 days of the application date following the completion of adequate 
testing. 

In any instancee where the central index shows an undisclosed suspension, revo- 
cation, or additional state license, the lack of disclosure at a Tninimnm automatical- 
ly shfHiId require denial of the license ap[dicatioD. We believe it should also be a 
criminal offense, possibly punishable by a federal ^e, to falsify information on an 
application for a naticHial license. 

m those instances where the suspension or revocation are disclosed, the state 
where the application is made can determine whether or not to issue the license, 
weighing aU t^ available evidence in light of existing stete law and precedent. 

Chie of the advantages of the central index is the potential for comparative ease 
in handling applicants surrendering a national license from another state. Such ap- 
plicants would be subject only to a check of the national index. Road and written 
tests need not be imposed. In this instance if the atete issuing the new license choos- 
es to permit the applicant to drive immediately, it need only check with the central 
index to assure that the applicant does not have any undisclosed licenses or license 
suspensions or revocations. 

Question. What should the central ^e's relationship be te the existing National 
Driver Register (NDR)? 

Answer. The National Driver Register is a general file of drivers Lcense suapen- 
sions or revocatons plus enumerated, serious moving violations; it does not contain a 
list of licenses issued, nor does it differentiate between commercial vehicles opera- 
tors and the general public. 

To address the multiple licensing problem and detect undisclosed license suapen- 
■ions and revocations, two of the root causes of the driver licensing problems assod- 
tied with heavy commercial vehicles, a central index consisting of licenses issued 
and licenses suspended or revoked is required. Unlike the current operation of the 
NDR, stat« participation in the national licensing system for commercial drivers 
must be mandatory (participation in the NDR is voluntary). 

"nie actual operation of the central index could be set up at the Department of 
Transportation in corqunction with the NDR which would facilitete the automation 
at the NDR and stete systems designed te communicate with it, (Another alterna- 
tive is independent operation by a private contractor.) In either case, a fee could be 
dtarged to applicante to offset the costs of each inquiry made under the system. 

Establirimient of the central index is not dependent upon the rapid exchange of 
information required, although the ability to allow rapid exchange of information 
irould be quite beneficial to the information exchange process, and would be re- 
quired by Uioee stetes wishing to issue the li(»nse over-th&«ountCT. 

It should be emphasized, however, that a central index listing all licensee and all 
instances of the loss of the driving privilege, would facilitete over-the-counter oper- 
ations. In most instances, an instanteneous check with the central indeic would indi- 
cate DO undisclosed licenses, suspensions or revocations, thereby allowing immediate 
issuance of the license. 

In one aspect, this central index would be similar te the updated National Driver 
B^^ter (!4dR) that is now evolving as a result of the 1982 l^islation. Like the 
NLnt, it would simply indicate whether a driver is in the system, has ever lost his or 
her licMwe, and indicate the state of complete record for further inqui^. 

(JucsfUHL What are the most feasible and coat effective methods for creating a 
m^fi» driving record for commercial drivers and faciliteting exchange of informa- 
tion ccmtained in that record? 

Answer. To ensure that each driver's record accurately reflects all serious motor 
Tehicle violations, stetes must be required to report convictions for serious viola- 
tkns to issuing Btat«6. These could be limited to those considered most serious, pos- 
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■ibly those required to be reported by the driver Licenw Compact, and in additioii. 
egraioua violations of houn of service r^ulations. 

AAA is supportive of efforts to estabhsh a telecommunications network anumg 
states for the rapid on-line communication of licensing and motor vdiicle informa- 
tion. Nevertheless, we do not believe an effective licensing system for drivers of 
heavy commercial vehicles is dependent upon its development. This Bjratem would 
apply only to the approximately 2.5 million drivers of heavy trucks — not to the m- 
turn s 156 million licensed drivers, thus allowing more attentirai and reaourcea to be 
directed to these drive™. 

Moreover, reliance on the establishment of a telecommunicittioiis syatem will 
unduly delay needed refiUTn. It is our undentanding that motor vehule depait- 
mente in approximately ten statee have not created centralized computer systemt 
sufficient to be part of en inte^eted nationwide telecommunicatitMii network, era 
if one existed. Furthermore, it is our understanding that many erf Uie state cmtnl- 
ized computerized systems which do exist are not compatible with each other (creat- 
ing another significant but not impoeaible technologiceJ problem). 

Question. D^ribe the relationship of your proposal to the NDR. 

Answer. Our proposal is not integrally related to the National Driver Register al- 
though the central index could easily become a separate c(»nponent of the National 
Driver Register, The central index would be a licensing index covering only driven 
of heavy commercial vehicles; in contrast, the National Driver Re^Mer is an indei 
ti serious violations and license suspension and revocations covning all the natkm'g 
drivers. It does not have the capability of identi^ing drivers of heavy vehidea. 

Questioiu Estimate the coat that would be associated with each aipect of an effec- 
tive national or uniform commercial vehicle drivers licensiBg {sogranL 

Answer. Using reasonable estimates of individual truck tuiver license examina- 
tion coaU, AAA projects that the administrative coat (salaries and overhead) of li- 
cense testing for drivers of heavy commercial vehiclea mnild be approximatelj 
120-00 to {40.00 per driver teeted. 

This range of feea does not provide for new capital investment. It is AAA's belief 
that competent testing can be accomplished using existing testing ranges and ordi. 
nary streets and highwaya. Only if more sophisticated teeting facilitiee are denred 
would higher fees have to be imposed. 

Based on the following assumptions AAA arrived at a cost eetunate of $20.00 to 
$40.00 for the state to administer the exam: 

Auumptiona 



Total annual coot/per < 



"11.72 

IF ( 8 hr,/day) • 98.75 

Assuming 5 applicants per day ...^.,.._.-.....„.. * 18.15 



; the mdex would cover only 2,5 to 3 million drivers and would commise only a 
__A of licenses issued, suspended, or revoked. It should therefore be poeaible to keep 
the program within a reasonable figure, certainly lees than the current cost of the 
driver register. 

Queation. Indicate sources of funding for thoae costs including State sources, Feii- 
eral Government sources, industry sources, and the individual drivera. 

Answer, Compared with the coats of other occupational licensee, current Uceue 
fees are low. States should raise license fees to cover the cost to the state of new 
testing procedures. An inquiry fee also could be (diarged to drivera baaed upon Uie 
number of checks made to either the central index or other states. This would 
defray the cost to states of their increased information exchange reeponaU>ilitiea. 

Potential sources for funding the set-up and operation of the central index are 
Motor Carrier Safety Assistance Program (MCSAP) funds and 402 sailed fondi 
(highway safety funds issued pursuant to 402(c) of P,L. 89-564). Although theee are 
basdally fUnds for distribution to states, portions to cover the administrative coat d 
the central index could be retained at tne federal level in recognition tf the bet 
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that truck safety is a major objective of each program, particularly MCSAP. MCSAP 
funding is an especially promising source of funds given the current push to in- 
crease MCSAP authorizations, while 1986 state fimduig requests do not meet pro- 
jected authorization levels, 

Qutslwn. To what extent should each source bear these costs? 

Answer. As noted earlier, coats associated with (having tests or other initial licens- 
ing costs should be borne by applicants through a one-time licensing and teetlng fee. 
State checks with the central index could be funded with a user fee imposed on the 
license applicant. The federal government should fund the operation of the central 
files through MCSAP or 402lc) funds. 

QiMglion. Who should be covered by the national or uniform commercial license 
program? Interstate and intrastate drivers? 

Answer. Both interstate and intrastate drivers should be required to have a na- 
donal commercial vehicle driver's license. Drive 
handling a heavy truck whether they operate ij 
ations or on the open road. 

Just as imporiantly, it is essential that this system be a one-license, one-record 
system. Those essential dual objectives would be compromised by a distinction be- 
tween intrastate and interstate truck drivers. 

Finally, permitting a large exemption for intrastate drivers would open too large 
a loophole for drivers wishing to "fool the system." Too many interstate drivers 
would find a way to obtain numerous intrastate licenses, thereby continuing the 
current multiple licensing problem and possibly making it worse. 

Question. Who should be covered by the national or uniform commercial license 
program? Drivers of vehicles with a gross weight of 10,000 pounds and above? 26,000 
pounds and above? 

Answer. AAA suggests that standards for a national commercial vehicle opera- 
tors' license apply only to drivers of vehicles of 26,000 pounds GVW or more, i.e., 
heavy rather than medium-weight trucks. It is the larger, heavier truck that makes 
the most demands on its driver in terms of skill in maneuvering. Furthermore, Iqr 
limiting coverage to drivers of vehicles over 26,000 pounds, the universe of people 
covered by the national licensing proposal is kept at a manageable number. 

Question. Estimate the number of drivers that the prt^am would include if your 
suggested coverage was adopted. 

Answer. As noted earlier, a threshold of 26,000 pounds would result in a more 
mangeable number of drivers for whom licenses must be issued. AAA estimates that 
number to be only approximately 2.5 million to 3 million. That estimate is derived 
from a Department of Labor estimate and is buttressed by the following reasoning: 
TTie 1982 Truck Inventory and Use Survey estimated that there were 1,620,700 
heavy trucks in use in 1982. Assuming 3 drivers for every 2 trucks (which we under- 
stand from industry sources is the generally-accepted, regulated-industry norm), the 
number of drivers would be 2.43 million drivers (1,5x1,620,700). Assuming also 
that there would be some seasonal truck drivers as well, we believe the 2.5 to 'S mil- 
lion estimate is reasonable, 

Quatioiu What is the most effective way of ensuring participation by all States in 
a national or uniform commercial license pn^ram? 

Answer. The national licensing system should require state paticipation by includ- 
ing language enabling the Attorney General of the United States to initiate manda- 
tory injunction proceedings against any state or person failing to fiilly carry out 
thnr responsibilities. Similar authority was granted to the Attorney General in the 
Surface Transportation Act of 1982 to ensure compliance with the vehicle length 
and width provisions of that Act. 

Question. What steps must be taken during transition from the present system to 
a national or uniform license program? 

Answer. All holders of a valid commercial driver's license should be permitted to 
apply for the National Drivers License as soon as they wish, or at their regular time 
« license renewal. A license would be issued to those applying under the "grandfa- 
ther" provisions as long as each applicant provides evidence that he or she drove 
the type of vehicle for which the vehicle license is sought during the preceding 
three years, with at least one full year of driving experience with that vehicle 
daring theee three years. Valid medical certificates and certification of a good safety 
record would also be necessary. 

Elach applicant for a license under grandfathering must be checked through the 
central index so that no driver retains more than one license at time of renewal, or 
leceivee a license from one state while under suspension of revocation from anotiter 
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Grandfathering, combined with phasing in the system by using already eetab- 
lished renewal dates, would allow processing of Dational licenses for current drivers 
at a much slower, more manageable rate, than would be the case if acquisition of 
the national license was required for every driver within a certain period. 

Of course, the negative side of a renewal system is that it would be at least four 
years from the initial implementation date before all current drivers would be 
issued a national license and entered into the central index. The very drivers thif 
system is devised to weed out, those with multiple licenses to cover bad cecords, 
would undoubtedly be the last to apply for the national drivers hcense. But motor 
carriers could ameliorate this problem by requiring their employees to apply for the 
license within a one-year period. 

New drivers should be required to obtain the national license as soon as possible. 

Question. Is grandfathering necessary? 

Answer. Yes, there is no practical way to implement this system without grand- 
fathering, given current state penionnel and economic limits. 

The Chairman. Thank you, Mr. Archer. 

Ms. Bontz. 

Ms. Bontz. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for the oppor- 
tunity to appear here today to present our views on S. 1903. Our 
statement also reflects the views of the South Dakota Independent 
Truckers Association. 

We ask that our full statement be entered into the record and I 
would like to briefly summarize the statement. 

Our associations are made up of truck owner-operators who dedi- 
cate their working lives to serving the American public by provid- 
ing truck transportation. Truck safety is not just a pretrip inspec- 
tion or a once-a-day routine to our members. It is a constant con- 
cern. 

In recent years, we have seen highway safety diminish for a 
number of reasons and we want to see that situation reversed as 
quickly as possible emd we are doing everything we can to bring 
that about. 

We believe that S. 1903 addresses two major problems: the un- 
qualified driver and the driver who seeks to hide his or her bad 
driving record by having multiple licenses. It is critical that the 
bad truck drivers are removed from the road, and we believe that 
establishing a uniform commercial drivers' licensing system will 
play a major role in accomplishing that. 

Such a system will help to promote professionalism in the indus- 
try and it will weed out those who do not understtmd the responsi- 
biliUf they axe assuming when they take to the road. 

We advocate a Federeil law limiting a commercial motor vehicle 
operator to only one license. We would prefer that the Federal Gov- 
ernment issue licensing standards and that the States be required 
to follow those standards as they continue to issue drivers' licenses. 

There should be a central data base listing the names of persons 
holding commercial vehicle operator licenses and the State should 
contact that date base to determine whether or not the person al- 
ready holds a commercial vehicle license. 

We are particularly concerned that there be uniform standards 
for licensing commercial motor vehicle operators and we believe 
that will play a large part in upgrading the quality of drivers on 
the road. E^ch driver should have to meet the same qualifications 
no matter what Stote issues the license. 

We also are very concerned about the tests that are given to 
drivers and we beUeve that the written tests should also demon- 
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strate that the applicant can read, write, and understand the Eng- 
lish leinguage find that he or she fully understands traffic laws, reg- 
ulations, both State and Federal. 

The road test should be performed in a highway situation that 
requires the applicant to demonstrate that he or she can safely 
handle the vehicle in heavy highway trafRc, such as a m^jor intei^ 
state expressway and in clewed city streets. Applicants for a com- 
mercial license should be required to prove that they are in good 
physical condition and we think that applicants should be t^ted 
for alcohol and drug use or dependency. 

In summary, I would like to say that we believe, once again, the 
State should issue the licenses; the Federal Government should 
prescribe the standards; and that the Federal Government should 
maintain filee with a unique identifier which is other than a 
number. We believe that the driver testing standards should be 
uniform, prescribed by the Federal Government, by DOT, and that 
the States should be required to maintain a record of commercial 
driver violations and operate adequate and expeditious systems of 
exchanging this information. 

There are a couple of points that I would like to make with re- 
spect to the Motor Carrier Safety Assistance Program. I have in 
recent months been observing truck inspections in the State of 
Maryland euid I would like to talk about that for a moment. I 
would like to draw your attention to the statistics which accompa- 
ny my statement and I ask that anyone who reads them view them 
in the proper perspective, and that is that there are thousands of 
trucks that are going through those inspection stations that are in 
good operating condition and do not need inspections. 

We Bxe pleased with the way that the MC^AP is being adminis- 
tered in the State of Maryland. I, personally, observed some trucks 
being pulled off the road and inspected and put out of service. I 
think that the program is doing well and our association hopes 
that it win be reauUiorized and titiat continued funding wiU be pro- 
vided by the law. 

It occurred to me as I was listening to the testimony this morn- 
ing that alcohol is so accessible to truckers, and I wanted to draw 
your attention to the fact that in truck stops, the Nation's truck 
stops, that there is most usually a bar nearby or inside the truck 
stop. And I think it makes alcohol a little bit too accessible. 

I thank you for accepting our statement. 

[The statement follows:] 



Mr. Chairman and Membeis of the Committee: Thank you for the opportmii^ to 
appear before you to present out views on the "Commercial Motor Vehicle S^ety 
Act of 1986" (S. 1903). Our statement also reflects the views of the South Dakota 
Indwendent Tnicken Aswciation, as expreeaed to me a few days ago by DemuB 
Soyoer, the prraident of that orgaiuzBtion. 

Our Aandations an made up of truck owner-opentora who dedicate their work- 
ing lives to serving the American public 1^ previding truck transportation. Truck 
tanty is not just a pre-trip inspection or a once a day" routine to our members. It 
is a constant concern. In recent years, we have seen highw^ safety Himinmh for a 
number of reasons and we want to see that situation reversed as quickly as poealble, , 
and we are doing everything we can to bring that about 
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We believe that S. 1903 eddressM major problems: the nnquaM«d driver and the 

r baa driving record hy having multiple licenses. 

a critical that the bad truck drivers are removed from the rend. We believe that 



driver who seeks to hide his or her b 

It is critical that the bad truck drivei . 

eetabliahing a uniform commercial driver licensing system will plav a m^ior nrie 
' ■ ■ ■ gneeded - ' 



topro- 



accompliahuis that. Such a system will help to promote a long needed return 
fessionalism at the trucking industry and it wUl weed out those who don't 
stand the responsibility they are aaeuming when they take to the road. 

We see a uniform sjntem as helping to keep the poorly trained driver from behind 
the wheel. Over time, we believe a properly deeigped and implemented system will 
eliminate the multipler drivers license problem. We believe that tbere will be a psy- 
chological effect in discouraging those persone who could never meet the qualifica- 
tions from becoming truckers. 

We advocate a Federal law limiting a commercial motor vehicle operator to only 
one license. We do not, however, advocate the establishment of a National Commer 
rial Motor Vehicle Operator's License. Instead, we would prefer that the Federal 
Government issue Ucensing standards and that the States be required to follow 
thoee standards as they continue to issue the driver licenses. 

Tliete should be a central data base (most likely to be maintained tqr the U.S. De- 
partment of Transportation) listing the names of all persons holding a commerrial 
vehicle operator license. The States should contact that data base at the time of ap- 
plication to determine whether or not the person already holds a commercial vehi- 
cle license. The States should maintain a record of driver violations and exchange 
that information with other States. We believe that this system would be an effi- 
cient way of eliminating the multiple license problem and identifying bad risk driv- 

Having uniform standards for licensing commercial vehicle operators would, we 
believe, play a large part in upgrading the qualify of drivers on the roads. A drivei 
should have to meet the same qualifications no matter what State issued his or hei 



The question of how truck drivers should be licensed is a frequent discussion topic 
In our Association meetings. Since our meetings are held at one of the Nation's larg- 
est truck stops, we are fortunate in being aMe to get the views of many truck^ 



fttnu ali parte of the country. Over the monUis that we have discussed this matter, 
we have tteard drivers agree that there is too much variance in the standards for 
granting a license to operate a commercial vehicle. 

Some States will issue a commerrial license to anyone who holds a valid license to 
drive an automobile without requiring a driving test. The driving test should consist 
of both a written test and a demonstration of driving ability. We believe that the 
applicant should not be allowed to have any regulation or rsMrence books with him 
or her when taking the written test for a commercial motor vehicle license. We be- 
lieve that the written test should demonstrate that the appUcant can read, write. 
and understand the IJIn glJ^ language, and that he or she fully understands traffic 
laws and regulations, both State and Federal. 

The road test should be performed in a highway situation that requiree the appli- 
cant to demonstrate that he or she can safely handle the vehicle in heavy highway 
traffic (such as a m^ior interstate expressway) and in closed city streets. Some rosd 
tests, we hear, are required but never performed. 

Applicants for a commercial license should be required to prove that they are in 
good physical condition. We think that each applicant should be tested for alcohol 
and drug abuse or dependency and that truckers should be reteeted at least once a 
year. Truckers speaking at our meetings overwhelmingly agree that alcohol and 
drug testing is needed and they welcome mandatory testing for new and current 

Applicants for a commercial vehicle operator's license should be denied the li- 
cense until they can meet the written, road, and medical testing. 

As far as truck driver traininff, we think that minimum Federal standards should 
be set for classroom and actual driver training. But greater emphasis should be 
placed on "on-the-job" training. The instruction, whether it is through a cerrtified 
training school or training by a friend or relative as is often the case, should be 
adequate to make sure the trainee can perform certain specified tasks. The "instruc- 
tor" should certify in writing that the student is qualified to take an examination 
fbr the license, and the "instructor" should assume a certain amount of legal re- 
qionsibility. Training a driver is a very serious matter. 

The best driver training was the old system when a driver was "apprenticed" to 
an experienced driver. For example, when my husband became a trucker in 1966, he 
went to work for the McLean Trucking Company. After his week of classroom train- 
ing, he was put on a truck with a trainer-dnver for 30 days and then "apprraitked" 
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to an experienced driver for another 90 dws. Some of our best drivers on the road 
today were similarly trained by esperiencea drivers. 

If a central file were establishea listing commercial motor vehicle operators, moot 
trucken Uiat we have talked with agree that the file should contain only commer- 
dal driviiw infonnation. A unique identifier would be necesaary, and we would eug- 
gett thatnngerprints or voice prints be used rather than numbers because of the 
potential for mixing or transposing numbers. 

We believe that all commercial vehicle operators should be covered by a national, 
unifbrm ^atem whether they are interstate or intrastate drivers. The system should 
include dnvers of vehicles with a gross weight of 26,000 pounds and above. The new 
SvBtem should be put in effect as soon as possible. In order to facilitate such a mas- 
sive undertaking we would suggest phasing in over a period of 18 months. To pro- 
vide an extended period of im^mentation or "grandfathering" would, in our opin- 
iiHi, diminish the effectiveness of the ayatem. 

We do not find ourselves in the position to estimate the cost that would be associ- 
ated with establiahiiig a uniform commercial vehicle drivers licensing pruKram. We 
would suggest, however, that it be shared by Federal and State governments and 
those whobecome licensed under the program. Truckers have indicated in our dis- 
cuasions witii them that they would expect to pay several times more than the 
present cost of a license, and they quickly justify that by citing the benefits to high- 
way safet^. Truckers probably have the meet to gain fnun weeding out the bad driv- 
ers. After all, a trucker's workplace is the Nation's highway system. 

To summarize our opinions on a unifbrm commercial drivers licensing system, we 
advocate the following: 

The States should issue commercial drivers licenses. 

The Federal Government should prescribe the standards and guidelines for li- 
censes to insure uniformity and the Federal Government should maintain the iden- 
tifier files with a unioue identifier which is not a number. 

Driver testing standards should be uniform and prescribed by the Federal Govern- 

The States should be required to Tnaintjiiti a record of commercial driver viola- 
tions and operate adequate systems of exchanging this information between the 
States. 

We do not advocate the creation of the Coomiercial Motor Vehicle Safety Fund. 
We would prefer monies collected for violations continue to be credited to the High- 
way Tnut Fund. 

On other matters related to truck safety, we believe that the Motor Carrier Saf^ 
Assistance Program is helping to improve safety on the highways through the in- 
spection of eqmpment and drivers. We ask the Congress to continue authorizations 
for this program and we agree with the authorizations as proposed in S. 1903. 

But, we do not advocate more random inspections. We believe that well-trained 
inspectors are capable of selecting equipment that should be inspected. To place 
greater emphasis on random inspections would, in our opinion, diminish the effec- 
tiveness of the present program. The inspection program appeus to be doing well. 
We are submitting, for the record, some statistics on the inspections that took place 
in Maryland between January 1 and May 31, 1986. 

Thank you again for the opportuni^ to present our views in person. We will be 
pleased to try to answer your questions. 

VEHICLE INSPECTIONS BV MARYLAND STATE POLICE, JANUARY-MAY 1966 > 



Digitized by K.rt OOQ IC 



VEHICLE INSPECnONS BY MARYIAND STATE POLICE, JANUARY-MAY 1986 '—Continued 



Accepfiat inprgpHir U»M shipMril... 
U» ol MBSfecSa^ omtwiK 



The Chairman. Thank you very much. Ms. Bontz. 

Mr. Eisenhart. 

Mr. Eisenhart. Thank you. Senator Danforth. 

The American Association of Motor Vehicle Administratore very 
much appreciates the opportunity to be here this morning to com- 
ment on truck driver s^ety from the perspective of State licensing 
officials. 

As you have been told already this morning, there have been a 
number of formal and less formal discussions on these issues since 
the Introduction of S. 1903. We are convinced that these discussions 
have indeed been fruitful. The groups involved in them have 
reached a consensus in some important areas. For example, as we 
were told a few minutes ago, there is agreement that there needs 
to be a uniform commercial driver licensing system. No question 
about that. 

Second, there is stroi^ agreement that this sj^tem should not in- 
clude Federal issuance of driver licenses. This function is best per^ 
formed by the Stetes. Duplication of existing licensing and acljudi- 
cation systems and redundant data bases is not a cost-effective 
means of addressing this problem. 

This is not to say in any way that the States have done fill they 
shoxild have done. This is clearly not the case. Our Eissociation has 
long supported universal adoption of the driver license compact 
and the classified licensing s^tem developed jointly by our associa- 
tion, the CouncU of State Governments, and the Department of 
Transportation. 

One hundred percent participation in these important and viable 
State initiatives would go a long way to solving the multiple license 
problem. Currently, 31 Stetes belong to the compact and 33 utilize 
some form of classified licensing. 

Voluntary State action is clearly the preferred means of achiev- 
ing the end result. We rec<^nize, however, that national leadership 
is also required. For this reason, we have suggested that uniform 
national standards for the licensing of commercial drivers be devel- 
oped by consensus group, including representetives of the States, 
the private sector, Eind the Federal Government under the coordi- 
nation of the Secretaiy. These standards should be based, to the 
extent possible, on good programs already in place. 
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We believe the compact and the classified licensing system can 
provide a good basis on which to build these standards. State li- 
censing and public safety agencies would eidminister and enforce 
the standardB, eliminating a need for a new Federal bureaucracy. 

Additionally, any additional uniform national licensii^ sj^tem 
needs to include a secure system for uniquely identifying commer- 
cial drivers so that we know a driver is who he says he is when he 
comes to the counter to apply for a license both initially and there- 
after when he changes his State of residence. 

Equally important to amy effective national system in our view is 
the development of a system to allow for the electronic transfer of 
motor vehicle related information amor^ jurisdictions. While it is 
imperative that this system ultimately encompass the entire spec- 
trum of motor vehicle administration, one of our initiEil objectives 
must be to provide criticeil operational support for ensuring that 
each driver of commercial vehicle has only one State-issued com- 
mercial driver's license. 

Some have recommended that a central file be set up to include 
a list of all commercial drivers operating vehicles over a certain 
weight limit. While we have no objection to this as far as it goes, 
we WEmt to emphasize that a list of truck drivers witii identifying 
information by itself is in our view going to do very little to solve 
the multiple hcense problem. 

How would the driver information be included in the list? How 
would States access the list? If it is envisioned that the States will 
supply the data and access the iile via paper reports and requests 
transmitted by mail, we fear that the list would be of limited use- 
fulness. We £ire likely to get the same complaints that we have had 
in the past about the National Driver Register; that it has been too 
burdensome and time-consuming to use. The response time has 
been too slow and it needs to be put on line as soon as poealble. 

Thanks lai^ly to this committee and to your leadership, 
NHTSA is now in the process of fiilly automating the National 
Driver Roister. In order to be effective, the same thing will need 
to be done with the central list of truck drivers and adequate funds 
will need to be directed to that purpose. 

As important as improved control of the commercial driver is, we 
need also, I think, to put this problem into perspective relative to 
the multitude of problems faiced by Stete administrators. State li- 
censing officials are charged by law with providing a total pn^ram 
of driver license services. The commercial driver is but one of 
many issues we must concern ourselves with. We simply cannot 
afford to focus our attentions solely on one pn^ram without affect- 
ing other programs of equal priority: younger drivers and their 
over-representation in accidents; older drivers and the unique ijrob- 
lems they represent in an aging society; the handicapped driver; 
the drinking driver; recidivism; rehabiUtation; financial responsi- 
bility; records sj'stoms; driver license fi*aud; applicant identifica- 
tion; personnel selection and training— ^ust a few of the priority 
programs to which an administrator s tune and resources are de- 
voted today. 

A fact of life is that the emphasis on these priorities will shift 
dependii^ on available time, resources, and perceived local need. A 
number of State licensing agencies today are absorbing dramatic 
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cutfl in funding and personnel. If we are serious about addressing 
the multiple license problem of commercial drivers, it seems to us 
that we must limit the cost, personnel and paperwork burdens that 
will be involved in any effective effort 

That is why in our view the rapid ezcbanse of accurate informa- 
tion is absolutely critical to the success of the national uniform 
Bjrstem. 

Second, a central file would have limited effectiveness and mi^ht 
even be counterproductive without the use of a unique identifier. 
How many John Smiths drive trucks? You can imagine, I think, 
the reaction of a licenBe applicant named Smith who has just 
moved from another State, has a clean driving record and depends 
on his license for his livelihood, when he is mformed by his new 
DMV that his license will not be renewed because John Smith has 
multiple violations in another jurisdiction. 

Unless the system is automated, this is after he has waited 6 
weeks or 7 weeks or longer, while the DMV has had to write to 
Washington to check the central file, wait for a reply, and then 
write to each State identified by the central file as a place where 
John Smith has a driving record. 

By the same token, lack of a unique identifier will make it veiy 
easy in our view for unscrupulous drivers to circumvent the 
sjrstem. Any system that can effectively deal with the problems ci 
truck driver safety is going to require resources. The problem 
simply cannot be resolved on the cheap. We may get legiBlati<Hi 
through; we ma^ have national standards; we may have a central 
list of truck drivers. We can congratulate ourselves on what we 
have accomplished, but without the necessary operational support 
mechanisms, the system in our view will not be effective. 

The operational mechanisms unfortunately have costs associated 
with them. Automating the system may well be the Hggest ex- 
pense. Obviously, it wlQ also cost something to upgrade State li- 
censing testing procedures. 

I wish I had a better estimate of these costs at this time. We are 
curr^itly in the process of conductii^ a study which we hope will 
give us good estimates of tiiese costs. However, we do not think 
they are going to be overwhelming for the kind of system we envi- 
sion wherein the States retain the administrative and operational 
responsibility. 

The Chairman. I am going to ask you if you can wind up your 
testimony, please, Mr. Eisenhart. 

Mr. Eisenhart. Yes, sir. I am just about finished. 

We do not think the costs would be overwhelming for a system 
where the States retained the administrative and operational re- 
sponsibilities. 

Finally, I would like to say that we feel the best way of ensuring 
effective participation by the States is through a cooperative Feder- 
al, State and private sector approach. Such an abroach in our 
view precludes the threat of highway sanctions ana any unneces- 
sary preemption of State prercwatives. 

It involves the recognition that the States require assistance in 
improving already overburdened driver control S3rstems covering 
150 million drivers nationwide. 

Thank you, Senator. 
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[The stAtement follows:] 



The AAMVA appreciates this opportunity to cgmment on motor earner aofety. 

Our Aawiciation represents the motor vehicle administrators and chirf Imt sb- 
forcement oflicialB of the individual states, provinces and territories of the VS. and 
Canada. As such, our memberv, among other responsibilities, have direct operatiOB- 
al responsihility for tbe licensing of driven, and titling and registration of hif^way 
vehicka, including motor cairien. Our public safety officials, of course, have the 
task of enforcing motor carrier safety lawB. 

On Januaty ^rd of thkyear, the AAMVA sponsored, together with the Highw^ 
Users Federation, and DOT, a National Forum on the Driver License Compact and 
Classified licensing System, with a focus on the commercial operator. 

More than 150 hi(^w«y safety leaders, from federal and state government, as well 
as the prtvata sector, took part in the forum. 

Since that time there have been a number of formal, and less formal, meetings of 
representatives of the interstate trucking and bus industry, the casualty insurance 
industry, other highway users, the federal government, and state motor vehicle ad- 
ministratore, to seek common ground on the iwue of truck driver safety. 

These discussions have been fruitful. These groups have reached a consensus in 
some important areas. 

For example, there is agreement that there needs te be a uniform commercial 
driver licensing system. Second, there is strong agreement that this system should 
not include federal issuance of driver licenses. Tnis fimction is beet performed by 
the slates. Duplication of existing licensing and acljudication evstems and redundant 
data bases is not a cost-effective means of addressing this problem. 

This is not to say that the states have dons aU they should have done. Our Asso- 
ciation has long supported universal adoption of the Driver License Compact and 
the Classified Licensing System. 100% participation in these important, and viable, 
state initiatives would go a long way to solving the "multiple license" problem. Cur- 
rently, 31 states belong to the Compact, and S3 utilize some form of classified licens- 

ffhat ars these state initiatives? 

The IMver License Compact provides for recognition by one state of another 
state's conviction of a driver for a serious traffic wense. It treats that outof-state 
ofiieiise as though it had occurred in the home jurisdiction. A key dsjective is impls- 
mentation <i the one-license, one-record concept. 

The Clasmfled Licensing System, also long advocated by the AAMVA, is based on 
the recognition that certain kinds of driving call for special skills, knowledge and 
other qrualifications beyond what is necessary for performance of the basic vivinx 
task. For example, operators of heavy oommercml vehicles should bo qualilied 
throu^ teaining or ezperieoce and should be tested and licensed for the type of ve- 
hicle th^ intend to drive. 

In order to achieve fiill partidpation we need the active support of the federal 
SDveriunent and tbe private sector. We are greatly encouraged that Secretaiy Dole 
baa vigorously expressed her support. The interetete trucking and industry, the cas- 
ual^ insurance industry, the Highway Users Federation, AAA, and others should 
also be commended for TrmUng 100% participation in these programs a top priori^. 

Voluntary state action is clearly the preferred means of achieving the end result. 
However, national leadsrship is ^so required. As such, we have suggested that uni- 
form national standards b>r the licensing of commercial drivers be developed by a 
consenBUB group, including representatives of the states, the private sector, and the 
fsdsral government under the coordination of the Secretary. These Standards 
should M based on viable programs already in place: the Driver License Compact 
and the Classified Licensing System. State licensmg agencies, would administer and 
enforce these standards, eliminating any need for new federal bureaucracy. 

In addition to the concepts embodied in the Driver License Compact and the Clas- 
tified Licensing System, a uniform national program needs to include, at a mini- 
mum, a universally recogniied defmition of "commercial driver" and a secure 
aysteio for uniauely identil^ring commercial drivers so that we know a driver is who 
ne s^a he is wnen he comes to the counter to apply for a license both initially, and 
thsreafler, when he changes his state of residence. 

Equally important to any effective national system, in our view, is the develop- 
ment of a concept which we have been exploring for a number of months, in consiu- 
tatkm with the casualty insurance, interstate trucking industries and others. This 
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concept is a nationwide telecommunications system for motor vehicle administeators 
which will allow for the electronic transfer of motor vehicle related informatuHi 
among jurisdictions. While we envision that this sj^stem will ultimately mcompas 
the entire spectrum of motor vehicle administration, one of our initial objectivM 
will be the mil implementation of the one-license one-record concept — very simidy 
the idea that no driver should have more than one license or one record. Such a 
system is of critical importance. We have found that despite good faith and the best 
intentions there is a serious problem when we rely on paper transactions for inter- 
state communications. 

Another point which must be made is this: As important as improved coutrd of 
the commercial driver is, we need to put this problem in perspective relative to the 
multitude of problems faced by state administrators. 

State licensing officials are chained bv law with providing a total program of 
driver license services. The commercial driver is but one of many issues we must 
concern ourselves with. We simply cannot afford to focus our attention solely on (me 
pnwram without affecting other pragramB of equal priority. 

Younger drivers and their over-repreaentation in accidents; older driven and the 
imiaue problems they represent in an aging society; the handicapped driver, the 
drinking driver; recidivism, rehabilitation, financial responsibility, record systems, 
driver license fraud, applicant identification, and personnel selection and training 
are Just a few of the priority programs to which an administrator's time and re- 
sources are devoted. 

A fact of life is that the emphasisan theee priorities will shift depending on avail- 
able time, resources and preceived local need. If we are serious about addreasing Ute 
multiple license problem of commercial drivers, we must limit the cost, peraonn^ 
and pa^erwnk burdens that will be involved in any effective effort. 

This u precisely why one of our initial objectives in putting together an electronic 
information exchange system for motor vehicle admiustrators is to provide critical 
operational support for ensuring that each driver of a commercial vehicle has toly 
one state-issued drivers' license. If, instead, we look for a solution that ia depwident 
on paper transactions, and communications by mail, it will be very difficult, in our 
view, to find a ^stem that works. 

I want to make clear that control of the commercial driver is not the only func- 
tion of the data exchange system we envision. 

In fact, we have 18 items which we have identified that could be facilitated by 
this kind of interstate communications system and they go beyond licensing. 'Hie]' 
certainly go beyond the commercial driver. 

They include among other things support for the Non Resident Violator Compact 
support for tracking vehicle histories; (This includes titles, theft, and odometer 
fraud); support for expediting special operating permits for commercial vehicle^ 
support for NCIC file (diecks; support for administrative and electronic mail transac- 
tions; support for the International Registration Plan (IRP); and the capability for 
storing infonnation on a regional basis. 

"*""'''"' of devel 

isibility s 

^ released an RFP fbr this study. A bidder has now 
... ._, tunately, while we believed that we had solid com- 
mitments from the private sector to fund this study, at this date we do not have 
sufficieat (Unds for completion. We are hopef^ that such reaourcee will be made 
available soon. 

Some have recommended that a central file be set up to indude a list of all com- 
mercial drivers operating vehicles over a certain weight limit. While we have no 
olqection to this, as far as it ^oes, we want to emphasize that a list of tnick drivers 
bv itself ia mnngto do very httle to solve the multiple license problem. "' 



tnat, like Uie NDR, this list would contain limited identifying information, and 
would simply direct inquirers to a state where a previous record exists. How would 
the driver information be included in the list? How would states access the list? If it 
is envisoned that states will supply the data and access the file via paper repeats 
and requests transmitted by mail, we fear that this list will be of limited usefuUMM. 
We will get the same complaints about this system that we have had in the nit 
about the NDR — it is too burdensome and time consuming to use, the responae Umi 
la too slow and it needs to be put "on-line" as soon as possible. NHTSA is now in the 
process of fiilly automating the NDR. In order to be effective, the same thing will 
need to be done with a craitral list of truck drivers, and funds will need to be Erect- 
ed to t purpose. 

i: kJ, a central file would have limited effectiveness, and might even be coun- 
uCtive, without the uae of a unique identifier. How many "John Smiths" 
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drive trucks? We can imagine, 1 think, the reaction of a license applicant named 
Smith who has just moved from another state, has a clean driving record, and de- 
pends ofl this license for his livelihood, when he is informed by his new DMV, that 
his license won't be renewed because "John Smith" has multiple violations in an- 
other jurisdiction. And this is after he has waited six or seven weeks or longer while 
the DMV has had to write to Washington to check the central file, wait for a reply, 
and then write to each state identified by the central file as a place where "John 
Smith" has a driving record. By the same token, lack of a unique identifier will 
make it easier for unscrupulous drivers to cimmivent the Bystem. 

Any system that can effectively deal with the problems of truck driver safety is 
going to require resources. This problem is not going to be resolved "on the cheap". 
We may get a piece of legislation through Congress; we may have national stand- 
ards; we may have a central list of truck driven. And we can all congratulate our- 
selves on what we accomplished. But without the necessary operational support 
meriianiamB. the system will not be effective. And the operational mechanisms have 
costs associated with them. Automating the system may be the biggest expense. Ob- 
viously, it will also cost something to upgrade state licenung and testiiig procedures. 
While we cannot provide a veiy good estimate of these costs at this time, we do not 
think they will be overwhelming for the kind of system we envisitn, wherein the 
states retain the administrative and operational responsibility for issuing licensee. 
The feasibility study referred to above should help answer this question of costs. 

Start-up coats for an effective uniform national system may well need to be borne 
by the federal government. Once the system is operational, it should be supported, 
to the extent frasible, by user fees. Employees, drivers, insurers, and Other users of 
the system should pay a signficant portion of the costs of operation. 

The best way of insuring effective participation by the states in a uniform nation- 
al licensing system is through a cooperative federal-state and private sector ap- 
proach. Such an approach precludes the threat of highway-aid sanctions and any 
unnecessai^ preemption of state prerogatives. It involves a recognition that th« 
states require assistance in improving already overburdened driver control systems 
covering 150,CK)0,000 drivers nationwide. 

The Chairman. Thank you. 

Mr. O'Connell. 

Mr. O'Connell. Chairman Danforth and committee ataff, I am 
appearing today on behalf of the Owner-Operator Independent 
Ehrivers Association of America. The association is a nonprofit cor- 
poration based in Oak Grove, MO. Members of the association are 
small business men and women who operate individual heavy duty 
trucks and small fleets. 

OOIDA is a national trade association that represents over 7,000 
members at the State and Federal level. OOIDA feels that, as cur- 
rently structured, the commercial motor vehicle driver licensing 
laws in most States Eire inadequate and that they contribute to the 
problem of highway safety rather than to the solution. These laws 
often permit potential commercial vehicle drivers to obtain licenses 
and to operate commercial vehicles with minimal testing of knowl- 
edge and often no testing of driver skills. 

The net result of the present system is that inexperienced and 
unskilled drivers are given responsibility for hauling cargoes, in- 
cluding hazardous materials. 

The association applauds the efforts of the committee to establish 
a uniform national operator's license. It is the position of the asso- 
ciation that the most appropriate bod^ to issue such a license is the 
State of residence of the individual driver, but that licensure in the 
individual States should be subject to uniform national minimiiTn 
standards for qualification, testing, classification of motor vehicle 
operators. 

As vert of a national motor vehicle Ucense standard, the associa- 
tion feels that it is essential that adequate and uniform tests of 
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both knowledge and driving skills be administered in all States to 
determine whether the motor vehicle oi>erator is actually capable 
of safe operation of the type of commercial vehicle that he chooses 
to drive. 

OOIDA feels that a national standard must be established quick- 
ly and therefore commends to the committee consideration m the 
recently released truck operator qualification exam from the Nar 
tional Highway Traffic Safety Adminstration. 

In addition to testing of basic knowledge and driving skills, the 
association views as essential the need for commercial vehicle oper- 
ators to possess more advanced knowledge of a specific vehicle to 
be operated. The handling characteristics of commercial v^iiclee 
vary widely depending on the type of equipment, differing hi^vray 
tramc and weather conditions. Therefore, the association feels that 
as part of any uniform national licensing svstem, a means must be 
established to certify tlie individual driver s etbility to operate spe- 
cific types of equipment and that there should be an indication on 
the license of the type of equipment for which that driver is quali- 
fied to operate. 

While the Commercial Motor Vehicle Safety Act does not specifi- 
cally address the issue of driver training, the association maintains 
that this is an issue that is of criti^ importance to highwtqr 
safety. We feel that establishing good safety habits early in a driv- 
er's career is the best way to ensure overEdl safety. Therefore, we 
would encourage the committee to consider adoption of a require- 
ment that a\l entry level commercial vehicle operators seeking li- 
censes under the new uniform standard be required to complete a 
course of study in an accredited trudt driver training program. 

The proposed le^lation establishing a uniform commercial vehi- 
cle license provides for the establishment of a nationetl clearing- 
house for data related to driving records of individual drivers. The 
association feels that such a clearii^house will aid greatly in iden- 
tifying and eliminating problem dnvers from the highways and 
assist in easing the current insurance problem. 

The association also feels that as i^rt of the national clearing- 
house system, there must be saf^uards to permit drivers to review 
their individual records and to challenge these records should they 
identify an error. 

While the association recognizes that driver training and skilla 
are vital to highway safety, it also rect^^iizes the important role (^ 
vehicle safety in tiie overall equation. The association feels that a 
properly administered vehicle inspection program can contribute 
greatly to highway safety. 

The overall effectiveness of vehicle inspection prognun depends 
heavily on the eidequacy of training of the inspectors. In this 
regard the association commends to the committee's attention the 
commercial vehicle safety alliance program which is an attempt 
among several States to standardize the current system of randran 
vehicle inspections. It eliminates duplicate inspections where stick- 
ers are recognized reciprocally and ensures the competence of in- 
spectors. 

The association feels that the resources avEtilable for vehicle in- 
spection are most efficiently used when the greatest number of 
trucks are actually inspected and therefore fovors an inspectirai 
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BTstem which is recognized by other jurisdictions for a period of 
time in which a sticker may be afBxed to the commercial vehicle 
following inspection. 

In recent years there has been a growing concern regarding the 
use of alcohol and controlled substances in the workplace overall. 
With latger commercial vehicles increasing highway congestion, in- 
creased transportation of hazardous materials and the frequency 
with which Ieu^ trucks travel through congested urban areas, seri- 
ous concerns have been raised regarding substance abuse among 
commercial vehicle operators. 

It is the association's position that alcohol and controlled sub- 
stance Etbuse in commercial vehicle operations is a situation which 
cannot be tolerated. Therefore, the association favors the testing 
for alcohol and controlled substances when probable cause exists. 

Association members eiIso have received reports from a number 
of their members that there are few truck stops along the Nation's 
highways at which drugs are not readily available and advertised 
over CB radios. We feel that tiie most important first step that 
could be taken to control the drug problem among commercial 
drivers is to clean up these operations. 

I had the opportunity, unfortunately, in the State of Missouri to 
wibiess this on a recent trip. We drove into a truck stop and were 
listening to a CB where different people were advertising diCTerent 
types of drugs along the line of trucks parked at the truck stop 
over the CB, and as drivers were coming in they were asking what 
was available at that particular truck stop. 

The Chairuan. What was the name of the truck stop? 

Mr. O'CoNNELL. I do not remember. It was a truck stop in west- 
em Missouri. 

The Chairman. Where? 

Mr. O'CoNNELL. In western Missouri. 

The Chairman. On what highway? 

Mr. O'CoNNELL. I believe it was on 70. 

The Chairhan. Thank you. 

Mr. O'CONNKLL. I appreciate tiie opportunity to present the views 
of the association. 

[The statement follows:] 

Statbiknt df thk Owner-Ofekator Indbpknobnt Drivkbs Asbocutiom or 
Amksica, Inc. 

Chairman Danforth, members of the Committee, I am Michael O'Connell of the 
law film of Collier. Shannon, Rill & Sratt, counsel to the OwnerOperator Independ- 
ent Driven AMociation of America, Inc. ("OOIDA" or "Aasociation"). This atat«- 
ment is submitted on hehalf of OOIDA and its members. 

T)w Owner-Operator Independent Drivers Aasociation of America is e nonprofit 
co r por a tion incorporated under the laws of the state of Missouri, with its principal 
place of buBinese m Oak Grove. Missouri. The members of the Association are snudl 
badness men and women who own and operate individual heavy duty trucks and 
■mall truck fleets. The Association is a national trade association with over 7,000 
individual members. OOIDA represents the interests of independent owner-opera- 
ton at both the federal and state levels. The Association has memben in all atatee 
except Hawaii, and in several Canadian provinces. 

OOIDA is very active in the area of nighway safety. Its representatives pertid* 
pate on various committees of the National Academy of Sciences, the National Gov- 
emora Aseociation, the Trucking Industnr Alliance, the American Association of 
State Highwav and Transportation Oflicials, the Professional Truck IMver Institute 
«t America, me Commercial Vehicle Safety Alliance and the U.S. Department of 
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Transportation 'b Motor Carrier Advisory Committee. !□ addition, OOIDA sponsors 
several programs that provide various services to its members. 

Ilie issue of highway safety is of vital concern to the AasociatiOD and its mem- 
bers. Therefore, I appreciate the opportunity to appear before the Committee to 
present the views of owner-operatorB and the Association on the Commercial Motor 
Vehicle Safety Act of 1985. 

UNITOBH COUUXRCIAL UOTOR VEHICLE OPERATOBB LICENSE 

OOIDA feels thi 

liceiuiiu laws in D , ._ 

lem of highway safety rather than the solution. Tliese laws often permit potential 
commercial vehicle vivere to obtain licenses and to operate commercial vehicles 
with minimal testing of knowledge, and often no teeting of driving skills. The net 
result of the present system is that inexperienced and unskilled drivers are given 
responsibility for hauling cargo (including hazardous materials) on the increasingly 
congested highways of the United States. 

Tlw Association applauds the efforts of this Committee to establish a unifbrm na- 
tional commerdal vehicle operators license. It is OOIDA'a poeition that the most ap- 
propriate body to issue such a license is the state of residence of the individual; but 
Uiat licensure in the individual states should be subject to uniform national mini- 
mum standards for qualification, testing and classification of commercial motor ve- 
hicle operators. The lack of uniformity among the states in the area of commercial 
driver licensing has led to the unfortunate situation in which a persistent but un- 
skilled individual can obtain a license and operate a commercial vehicle without 
demongtrating that he or she is capable of actiudly operating that vehicle. 

As part of a national motor vehicle license standard, the Association feels ttiat it 
is essential that adequate and uniform tests of both knowledge and driving skills be 
aJdministered in all states to determine whether the motor vehicle operator is capa- 
ble of safe operation of a commercial motor vehicle. In this regard, the National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administration has recently released its Truck Operator 
Qualification Examination ("TORQUE") test. While this test has not been validated 
as to its efficacy in measuring driver skills, it is OOIDA's poeition that a national 
Standaixi must be established quickly. Therefore, OOIDA feels that the TORQUE 
test, or a variant thereof, should be adopted as a starting ^int for developing a ne- 
tdonal standard for evaluating operators of commercial vehicles. 

In addition to testing basic knowledge and driving skills, the Association views as 
eesential the need for commercial vehicle operators to possess more advanced 
knowledge <^ the specific vehicle to be operated. The handling characteristics of 
cotnmernal vehicles vary widely depending on the type of equipment in use, and 
differing highway, traffic, and weather conditions. To ensure safe operation, com- 
mercial drivers must be familiar with the controls and operating characteristics of 
the various types of vehicles that they seek to operate. Therefore, OOIDA feels that 
as part of any uniform national licensing system, a means must be established to 
certify the individual drivers' ability to operate specific types of equipment under 
driving conditions. The Association feels that all drivers should be road tested in the 
type of vehicle for which he or she seeks certification, and that the clasa of vehicle 
for which a driver is certified should be indicated on the license. Persons who have 
not qualified in a specific type vehicle should be barred from operating such vehi- 
cles. 

While the Commercial Motor Vehicle Safety Act does not specifically address the 
issue of driver training, the Association maintains that this is an issue that is d 
critical importance to highway safety. Therefore, OOIDA encourages the Committee 
to consider adoption of a requirement that all entry-level commercial vehicle opera- 
tors seeking licenses under the uniform standard be required to complete a course 
of study in an accredited truck driver training program. OOIDA feels that the cui> 
riculum of any such training program should follow the guidelines recently estab- 
lished by the Federal Highway Administration, and that the program should be ac- 
credited as adequate under the truck driver training school accreditation program 
currently being developed by the Professional Truck Driver Institute of America. 

The proposed legislation establishing a uniform motor commercial vehicle license 
provides for the establishment of a nadonal clearinghouse for data related to the 
driving records of individual drivers. OOIDA feels that such a clearinghouse wilt aii 
greatly in identifying and eliminating problem drivers from the nation's highways, 

and assist in easing t' ' ' — . ..li-.- t. i j __.... 

and data gathering ii 
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error. Just as the system will be of substantial assistance in eliminating the prob- 
lem driver, it also preaenta the opportunity to uqjustly penalize good driven. 

The Aesociation feels that ae part of the national clearinghouse system, there 
must be safeguards to permit drivers to review their individual records, and to chal- 
lenge these records should an error be identified. If such a clearinghouse is used to 
disqualify commercial drivers, it will deny tiiem the opportunity to pursue their 
chosen profession. Therefore, OOIDA feela strongly that concepts of due proceM 
must guide the operation of the information clearinghouse. 

As part of the transition from the present system of state licensing to the uniform 
commercial motor vehicle operators license, CKJIDA feels that drivers currently 
holding valid licenses should be required to comply with the new federal standards 
on the next renewal date of their state licenses. Because of the current lai^ 
number of commercial drivers, the Association fears that an attempt to quickly con- 
vert all drivers to a new system would lead to substantial confusion, backli^, mis- 
understandings, and reduce acceptance among drivers and the states of 1^ new 
system. However, the Association would favor expedit«d testing of those drivers con- 
victed of al>-fault accidents or found guilty of peijury or a serious moving violation 
within the last three years. 

VEmcLK ANn nsrvEB inspbctions 

While the Association recognizes that driver training and skills are vital to high- 
way safety, it also recognizes the important role of vehicle safety in the overall 
equation of highway safety. OOIDA feels that a properly administered vehicle in- 
spection program can contribute greatly to highway safety. 

"Hie Association feels that the overall effectiveness of the vehicle inspection pro- 
gram depends heavily on the adequacy of training of the vehicle inspectors. In this 
regard, the Association applauds the efforts of the Commercial Vehicle Safety Alli- 
ance ("CVSA"), which is an attempt among several states to standardize the current 
Byston of random inspections, reduce duplicate inspections and ensure the compe- 
tMice of inspectors. 

OOIDA feels that the resources available for vehicle inspectors are most efficient- 
ly uaad when the greatest number of trucks is actually inspected. The Association 
&vorB an inspection system that is rect^nized by other jurisdictions for a period of 
time in which a sticker may be affixed to the commercial vehicle following inspec- 
tioa. Such a system eliminates the multiple inspections of the same vehicle absent 
Gn reciprocating jurisdictions) a specific reason for a second inspection, and permits 
more efficient use of resources. The Association recommends that the Conunittee re- 
quire eittier as part of the proposed legislation or as a recommendation directed to 
the states, the individual states to adopt a program such as CVSA. or a similar pro- 
gram that will standardize vehicle inspections, ensure adequate training of inspec- 
tors, and minimize duplicate inspections. 

In recent years, there has been a growing concern regarding abuse of alcohol and 
Gtmtrolled substances in the workplace. With larger commercial vehicles, increasing 
ki^wey congestion, increased transportation of hazardous materials and the fre- 
quency with which large trucka travel through congested urban areas, serious con- 
cenu have been raised regarding substance abuse among commercial vehicle opera- 
ton. In response to this concern, many Qeet operators have begun to screen prospec- 
tive and existing employees for alcohol and controlled substance abuse either prior 
to Mnployment, or as part of their annual physical examinations. Such programs 
CU) help to eliminate substance abusera from the operation of conunercial motor ve- 
lucles. However, the stigma attached to failing such a test dictates that these tests 
murt be administered with extreme sensitivity to the interests of the parties in- 
vdved, whether they are administered by private parties or governmental entitie*. 

It is the Association's position that alcohol and controlled substance abuse in com- 
loercial vehicle operations is a situation which cannot be tolerated. OOIDA supports 
testing for the use of alcohol and controlled substances in those instances in which 
probable cause exists for such testing, provided that due process is observed. Once 
■gain, because of the stigma attached to an affirmative finding in such inspections, 
the Association urges diligence in tiieir use. 

I appreciate the opportunity to present the views of the Association. The Aasoda- 
tim and its staff stand ready to assist the Committee in its deliberationB regarding 
the Omimercial Motor Vehicle Act of 1985. 

The CHAnufAM. Thank you very much. 
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What is the opinion of this panel on the weight criterion for the 
licensing: 10,000, 26,000 starting at 26,000, and phasing down? Do 
you have an opinion on that? 

Mr. Archer. Speaking for AAA, I think strongly it should be 
26,000 pounds and it should not be phased down. The serious prob- 
lem with pertain to combination vehicles, which are rated at 26,000 
pounds and above. The second problem with coverage below 26,000 
pounds is that you increase substantially the number of people you 
Eire trying to cover. If you do that you are going to create adminis- 
trative problems in the central file that we have had with the Na- 
tional Driver Roister. 

Also, who you cover if you license down to 10,000 pounds is an- 
other concern. As I read the drfift, if I rent a panel truck to move, 
and the panel truck is rated at 10,001 pounds — and they often 
are — I am a commercial vehicle operator for purposes of the draft. 
I think that is a problem 

The Chairman. Are there any other views on this? 

Mr. BiSKNHART. Senator, our policy currently calls for 24,000 
pounds. However, my sense of what our membership would do is, 
they would agree to a 26,000 pound cutoff. Again, I think this 
t^rBtem from me peiBpective of the operational and administrative 
work that needs to be done, we will have a hard enoufi^ time with 
those drivers at 26,000 pounds and above. So we woiud, I believe, 
suOTWrt the 26,000 pound cutoff. 

The Chairman. Is there any other opinion? 

Ms. BONTZ. We support 26,000. 

Mr. CyCoNNELL. We would also. 

The Chairman. Twenty-six for both of you. 

Now, how about the distinction between interstate and intrastate 
vehicles and drivers? Does it make sense to make such a distinction 
or is a truck a truck? 

Mr. E]isenhabt. Senator, our association heis not taken a position 
on that for this particular piece of l^islation. However, from my 
perspective, I think that probably in the final analysis, it does not 
make a lot of difference. A State licensii^ ofGcial is not likely to 
have a dual s^tem of licensee for intra- and interstate drivere. He 
or she has absolutely no way of knowing when an applicant arrives 
at the counter whether that driver will be driving inter or intra 

Mr. Archer. Respectfully, we would strongly disagree with that. 
We think the problem with that logic is while a number of States 
would treat eQI drivers the same, there would always be a minori- 
ty — as there has been in every State initiative, whether it is the 
Compact, the Driver R^istry, and so forth— that would not do 
that. 

If you allow intrastate licenses you create a second system. By 
doing that you are mandating multiple licenses. Sucn a dual 
system could even create more multiple Ucensii^ than we have 
today. 

The Chairman. I am sorry. Did you say you disagree? 

Mr. Archer. Maybe I misunderstood Mr. Eisenhart. 

The Chairman. He said he does not think there should be a dis- 
tinction. 

Mr. Archer. I strongly agree with that. Earlier I was reacting to 
what I thou^t was his statement. 
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If you exempt the intrastate vehicle operator, then you are ex- 
empting about 50 percent of the hazardous waste materials trans- 
portation in this country. 

For instance, tank trucks hauling gasoline are hard to drive and 
have an average estimated trip length of 28 miles, and therefore 
are predominately intrastate shipments. That's important because 
they carry about 30 percent c^ all the hazardous materials ship- 
ments in the country. 

The Chairman. Ms. Bontz, what is your view? 

Ms. Bontz. I do not think that there should be a distinction. 

The Chairman. Mr. O'Connell. 

Mr. O'Connell. The association feels strongly that it should 
apply to both. And if I might add, unlike ATA, we also feel that 
the single license should be a single license and that any points 
that are accrued on personeil driving time should apply to the com- 
mercial license as well. 

The Chairman. Do you agree with that, Mr. Eisenhart? 

Mr. EissNHART. I just would like to clarify a little bit what I said. 
What I meant to say if I didn't say it was Uiat r^ardless of wheth- 
er we put interstate or intrastate — if we include intrastate in the 
legislative language— that the States are not going to have dual 
^^tems of licensing. 

So from that perspective 

The Chairman. As a practical matter then it is all the same? 

Mr. Eisenhart. That is correct. 

The Chaikman. How about Mr. O'Connell's point about points on 
an individual's license counting against both? 

Mr. Eisenhart. We believe that if you have an infraction in a 
personal vehicle or you have it in a commercial vehicle, that it 
should count against the driver's record in either case. 

The Chairman. Ms. Bontz. 

Ms. Bontz. We, at this time, believe that it should be just limited 
to the commercial person. 

The Chairhan. How about you, Mr. Archer? 

Mr. Archer. We would strongly believe it should just be one 
record, commercial and noncommercial. When you have one record 
and one license, you solve the problem. If you don't do that, you 
don't solve the problem. 

The Chairman. How about the 0.04 blood alcohol content level 
and the early callback problem? Does anyone have any thoughts on 
this? How about you, Mr. Eisenhart? 

Mr. E^isenhast. Out association has not taken a position on the 
0.04. I would say, though, that a number of States have gone to a 
0.10 in recent years per se, peuily in response to the Federal Incen- 
tive Grants Program, and I do not know what the reaction would 
be at this point to going back and saying well, that is not really 
what we wanted; we wanted 0.04. 

The Chairman. No, we wanted 0.10, except if you are driving one 
(^ these large vehicles it is a different standard. It is a profession. 

Mr. EliSENiiART. That is a good point. We would certamly be ex- 
ploring this with our membership. 

The Chaiebian. It is the same as railroad engineere and airplane 
pilots. It would be the same rule. 
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Mr. EliszNHAHT. I think that ia a good point, too. The one distinc- 
tion m^ be — and I am speaking a little bit out of school here be- 
cause I am not that qualified to apeak on the technological capa- 
bilities of the breathylyzers and so forth, but there may be some 
problem with the technology there in terms of being able to make 
sure that the 0.04 is a solid readii^ on the preliminary breath test. 

The Chairman. I would think that if the technology exists for a 
railroad employee, it would exist with somebody in trucking. 

Mr. EiSENHART. I eim not familiar with how those tests axe con- 
ducted. As far as testa on the highway, you have a preliminary 
breath tester which is not as accurate as the stationary one. You 
are talkii^ about thousands, I suppose, of these tests being con- 
ducted every day on the highways. I do not know how they are con- 
ducted for the railroads smd for the Eiirlines, whether it is with the 
preliminary breath test or a more accurate machine. 

The Chairhan. Thank you all very much for your testimony. 

That concludes the hearii^. 

[Whereupon, at 12:18 p.m. the hearing was a4joumed.] 
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ADDITIONAL ARTICLES, LETTERS, AND STATEMENTS 



Statement op the AiiIERICan Insukamcb Assocution 

Hie American InsurantK Aseociation <AIA) ie a trade association representing 170 
property aiui casualty insurance companies. T^e members of the Association pro- 
vide approximately 35 percent of the commercial auto insurance coverage written 
throughout the United States. Although the insurers represented by AIA provide 
only a small amount of commercial auto inaurance to interstate, for-hire truckers 
through the voluntary market, we provide a great deal of coverage to long-haul 
truckers due to our obligations in the assigned nisk pools. 

The American Insurance Association supports the notion of a single national com- 
mercial motor vehicle drivers' license. The most striking feature of the commercial 
auto insurance market is the insurers' complete lack of control of the marketplace- 
Sanctions to govern the activity of the policyholder population are extremely impor- 
tant if insurers have little choice in electing to whom tiiey will provide coverage. 
Multiple licensing for the purpose of avoiding state motor vehicle department im- 
[VQveinent actions is a common practice, particularly by commercial dnvers. 

Commercial auto insurers are unable to select policyholders of their choice or 
avoid risks for which they choose not to provide coverage. The three Motor Carrier 
Act Section 30 coverage levels are available through assigned risk programs in 46 of 
the 50 states and the District of Columbia. If the trucker can demonstrate that he or 
she can pay the premium and has a valid license, coverage must be provided. All 
insurance companies writing commercial auto liability insurance policies in a par- 
ticular state are required to share in the financial results— profits or losses — of the 
state's assigned risk plan. An insurer which declines to provide insurance to a po- 
tential policyholder in the voluntary market may be fbrc«l to accept the same expo- 
sure in the involuntary market. 

Commercial auto insurers cannot control the limiU of insurance coverage which 
they must provide due to the requirement in 46 states and the District of Columbia 
that coverage limits required by state or federal, law or regulation must be provided 
through the assigned risk pool. Because the minimum requirements associated with 
transportation of hazardous or extra-hazardous substances have increased dramati- 
cally since the enactment of the Motor Carrier Act,' ti^e capacity normally directed 
to risks in the voluntary market has, by necessity, shiited to provide coverage in the 
involuntary insurance mechaaiams. In addition to placing an ever-increasing strain 
on inBUrerB to provide the requisite coverage in the involuntary market, this capac- 
ity Bbitl has resulted in motor carriers with good claims histories finding their in- 
surance options restricted to obtaining coverage in the involuntary market. 

Finally, insurers have no control over the types of damages to which they must 
respond. Although insurers can exclude coverages through conditions and exclusioiis 
in their insurance contract, the endorsement (Form MCS-90) for the motor carrier 
policy of insurance for public liability under Sections 29 and 30 of the Motor Carrier 
Act of 1980 states that "It is understood and a^«ed that do condition, provision, 
stipulation, or limitation contained in the policy, this endorsement, or any other en- 
dorsement thereon, or violation thereof, shall relieve tlie company from liabili^ or 
from payment of any Anal judgment . . ." Although the insurer has a subrogatimi 
right a^inst the policyholder if it chooses to exclude a form of covertwe to which it 
must respond due to ute Form MCS-90, the insurer must first pay the claim. The 



■ Section 30 of the Motor Carrier Act establishes mandatory liabUlty insurance limits at levels 
for in excen t>t previoui ICC requirementa. Prior to the enactment of the Motor Carrier Act, 
limit! were 1100,000 per occurrence and tSOO.OOO in the wzregate for bodily injuiy and 160,000 
tor pro^ttty damue. Section 30 <tf the Act requlrw the fallowing mi ni'""'" leveu of floanciBl 
mpoonbili^ 1760,000 for the interstate foreign for-hire transportation of general freiibfc 
96,000,000 for the intrastate or intentate transportation of certain extremely hamrdous matsri- 
all; and f 1.000,000 far the intrastate or interstate trantpOTtatian of other haiordous materials. 
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subrogation right is often illusory and is never attractive t« an insurer due to the 
cost and delay associated with recovering paid losses ^m its policyholder. 

The commercial auto insurance industry's concerns associated with the provision 
of insurance for "environmental restoration" in Section 30 of the Motor Carrier Act 
has been well documented. Neverthelees. any insurer who wishes to provide insur- 
ance to satisfy the requirements in the Motor Carrier Act must provide coverage for 
"environmental restoration." 

As a general rule of law, courts have traditionally rejected awarding compensa- 
tion based upon a plaintiffs speculation and conjecture. Recently, however, courts 
have increasingly become more liberal in construing insurance contracts in favor of 
plaintiffs. Numerous decisions have improved financial accountability upon insur- 
ance companies for events involving pollution exposures which by contracts were ex- 
pressly excluded and, in any event, were not reasonably foreseeable. See, e.g., Sha- 
pim v. Public Service Mutual Insurance Co., All N.E. 2d 146 (Mass App. 1986); U.S. 
Avifx Co. V. Travelers Insurance Co.. 386 N.W. 2d 838 (Mich. App. 1983); Jacluon 
Township Municipal Utilities Authority v. Hartford Accident and Indemnity Compa- 
ny, 451 A.2d 990 (N.J. Super. Ct. 1982). 

The spector of the recant judicial trend toward liberally imposing liability is of 
central concern to insurance companies vis-a-vis Section 30, This is particularly so 
because the current definition of "environmental reetoration" eipreesly endorsee, if 
not mandates, liability coverage for "potential" damages. Confronted with the very 
real prospect of having to provide coverage to compensate today for speculative 
damages with, if they occur, may not arise until many years after the event for 
which the damages are said to arise, and with having to pay for claims never con- 
templated or contractually agreed to, insurance companies feel strongly that the li- 
ability they must assume by writing environmental restoration coverage is bound- 

Because insurers are locked into providing coverage, limits of coverage, and cate- 
gories of damages to which they must reepond, we enUiusiastically support a single 
national commercial motor vehicle drivers license. It is of great concern to insurers 
that they must accept exposures involuntarily which they were unwilling to accept 
in the voluntary market. 

A 1981 study of five states, prepared by the National Highway Traffic Safety Ad- 
ministration and the American Association of Motor Vehicle Administrators, found 
that 10 to 32 percent of commercial drivers held more than one driver's license. The 
report stated: "If this conditon prevails nationwide, as seems apparent, the logical 
conclusion is that none of the states are able to maintain current, complete data on 
this driver population, and that a large percentage of these drivers are avoiding 
state driver improvement actions." 

The Federal National Driver Register (NDR) has been attempting for 20 years to 
develop a national communications system for transmittal of driver motor vehicle 
records. It is anticipated that some meaningful progreses may be achieved during 
the 1990'b. The insurance industry spends millions of dollars annually purchasing 
motor vehicle records. However, there is no guarantee of acquiring a current or 
complete record report. The National Driver Register cannot identify a multiple li- 
censed driver, does not pinpoint conunercial drivers, and is reetricted to responses 
involving DWI, reckless driving, and felony-type convictions. 

The perception that high insurance requirements associated with the Motor Carri- 
er Act will enhance motor carrier aeSety is badly flawed. Insurance respond after 
the accident in order to assure that injured parties receive restriction for their loss. 
The effect of safety requirements can be seen during and before the accident, "nie 
key to any review of motor carrier safety must focus on the driver, A vast majority 
of motor carrier accidents result from driver error. Driver error can be reduced 
through the application of sanctions based on driving violations. A single conuner- 
cial license will greatly enhance the possibility that bad drivers will be removed 
from the road. Without this restraint, insurers will be forced to provide insurance 
coverage through the assigned risk pools to inadequate drivers, and availability and 
afford^ility problems with respect to commercial auto insurance will persist. 
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INTIIODUCnON 

I am Edmund M. Cody, distribution Manager for GoodMark Poods, Inc. I am ap- 
pearing before you today as President of the Private Carrier Conference, Inc. of tne 
American Trucking AsBodations, Inc. PCC is very grateful for this opportunity to 
preeent its testimony with respect to S. 1903, the Commercial Motor Vehicle Safety 
Act of 198S, introduced on December 5, 1985 by Senator DanfortJi and Senator Pack- 
As I believe most of the Committee members are aware, PCC is a separately in- 
corporat«d organization with its own men^iers, its own board of directors and ofB- 
cera, as well as its own staff. Although it is afiilated with the American Trucking 
AMOciatitMis, Inc. and although it is a sister conference to the other "for hire orient- 
ed" conferences of ATA, themselves separately incorporated organizations, the poli- 
cies and positions advocated Iv^^ Private Carrier Conference have always been 
and are now entirely its own. PCC may, therefore, be in agreement with p<Micies of 
the other conferences and ATA itself— fbr there are many issues of common concern 
and perspective to both private and for-hire carriers — or PCC may, depending on 
the issue, be at variance, slightly or profoundly, with the policies of these other con- 
ferences as well as ATA itself. Where there is a variance, close analysis will show 
that it stenis usually ^m the shipper orientation of the members of the Private 
Carrier Conference for whom I am speaking today. 

So both of these perspectives — philosophical and organizational — must be ac- 
knowledged in order to understand and evaluate the views of the Private Carrier 
Conference with respect to S. 1903 insofar as its passage would enhance on the na- 
timi's highways with respect to both private and for-hire carriers. 

Private carriers are shippers of their own commodities, so they fulfill the com- 
bined role, in this special sense, of both carrier and shipper with respect to those 
commodities. In doing so, however, it must be acknowledged that very few private 
carriers haul all of uieir freight generated by their corporate oi^anizationB. They 
rely very signficantly, sometimes primarily, on the for-hire carrier, both common 
and contract, for fumlling the rest of their traneportation needs. In this sense, pri- 
vate carriers are traditional shippers dealing with traditional for-hire carriers. 
Tbaa, it is philoephically impossible to separate the safety enhancement interests of 
private carriers from the parallel safety enhancement interest of shippers. 

The interests of private carriers in particular, and shippers in general, in enhanc- 
ing safety on the nation's highways has in no way slackened since the passage of 
the Motor Carrier Act of 1980. Indeed, if anything, it has been further heightened 
by the renaissance of private carriage operations on the one band and the greatly 
increased usage by the nation's shippers of new for-hire carriers, particularly truck- 
load carriers, who have been permitted to enter the marketplace, due to open entry 
enunciated by the 1980 Act and the implementation policies of the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission, 

Over and above complying with federal safety r^fulations, private carriers have a 
very particular interest in assuring the safety of their own operations and, as ship- 
pers, in utilizing for-hire carriers that have the same self-interest in safe highway 
(iterations. This is because safety pays for itself and is in every sense of the word a 
very good investment. 

As this Committee is aware, the Private Carrier Conference, close upon the intro- 
duction of S. 1903 last December, sent a letter to Senator Danforth congratulating 
him and Senator Packwood on the introduction of this bill and offering the Confei^ 
ence's general endorsement. At that time, the Conference said that it would com- 
ment more particularly at the time of hearings on the bUl. 

PCC 8AFKTY POUCY 

However, before offering specific endorsement, PCC would like to point out that 
ite Board of Directors adopted a Safetv Policy in 1985 which is remark^y consist- 
ent with various provisions of S, 1903. A copy of the full text of this PCC Safety 
Policy follows: 



The Private Carrier Conference of the American Trucking Association always 
supports and strongly endorsee the safe and courteous operation of motor trucks. 

The primary concern of the Private Carrier Conference is the health and safety of 
the driver and other motoriste on the nation's roads and highways. Motor carriers 
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must reponsibly control the maintenance of their equipment and the driver's ac- 



which shows all of his violations and the information should be made available to 
law enforcement agencies and employers alike. 

2. Federal and state agencies should strictly enforce all laws in regard to vehicle 
condition, speed limits, driver's hourB-of-service, and controlled substances. 

3. Penalties for violations of laws regarding vehicle condition and driving should 
be such that they will definitely discourage violations and remove the violatora and/ 
or their equipment from the nation's highways. 

4. Companies and their truck fleet managers should always schedule and allow 
Bufflcient time to make the tripe without the driveris) needing to violate speed laws 
or hours4f-«ervice rules. 

S. 1903 

As understood by the Private Carrier Conference, the Commercial Motor Vehicle 
Safety Act of 1985 would establish a commercial motor vehicle safety fund. This fed- 
eral trust fund would receive penalties and fines collected for viota^on of interetate 
truck and vehicle safety standards. Monies in the fUnd would be used as specified in 
Section 4 of the Commercial Motor Vehicle Safety Act of 1985. 

In addition, and on the subject of random inspections, the Act would direct the 
Secretary of Transportation to make incentive grants from the new trust fund to 
states that conduct frequent random equipment mapections of trucks and buses and 
random testing of drivers for alcohol and drug use. Such grants may only be used by 
a recipient state to implement and enforce such a program. Any person with a blood 
alcohol concentration of 0.10 percentum or greater when operating a commerdal ve- 
hicle will be deemed to be operating such vehicle while intoxicated. Moreover, "con- 
trolled substance" will be defmed in accordance with the Comprehensive Drug 
Abuse Prevention and Control Act of 1970. In a companion bill, S. 1904, referred to 
the Committee on Environment and Public Works, flirther provisions are proposed 
with respect to the operation of commerical motor vehicles by intoxicated persons. 
When hearings are held on this latter bill, PCC will comment more specifically on 
its provisions. 

The Commercial Motor Vehicle Safety Act of 1985 will direct the Secretary of 
Transportation to establish a national operator's license for commercial motor vehi- 
cles within 18 months of enactment. Persona who violate this provision will be as- 
sessed a civil penalty not to exceed $5,000 for each violation. In order to assist the 
Secretary of 'Transportation in administering this Section, state licensinff officials 
will be obliged to provide information concerning persons denied a state llcenee or 
whose license is cancelled, revoked or suspended. 

Finally, as to the Motor Carrier Safety Assistance Program of 1982, S. 1903 wOl 
provide an increase in funding and an extension for two years for funding authori- 
zations of safety assistance grants to the various states. The authorized funding for 
fiscal yeaie 1987 and 1988 would be increased to $50 million and $60 million, respec- 
tively (from $40 million and {50 million). Authorizations of $70 millton and $80 mil- 
lion would be provided for fiscal years 1989 and 1990, respectively. 



[1 of these proposals 
in S. itHtij, herem states its unqualilied and specillc endorsement of them. Passage 
of S. 1903 would greatly enhance safet>[ of trucking operations on the nation's high- 
ways to the benefit of private carriers in particular and shippers in general and, of 
course, the public at large. 



LlAfllUTV 

PCC would like to raise another issue at this point. It relates to the question of 
shipper liability for violations of certain safety regulations by for-hire motor carri- 
ers. The American Trucking Associations, Inc., wiui which the Private Carrier de- 
ference is affiliated, has publically endorsed the passage of a legislative provision 
that would make shippers legally liable for service demands on for-hire carrieni that 
result in certain safe^ violations, particularly those relating to speed limits, hours 
of service rules, and/or weight laws. There is, of course, no such provision in S. 
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1903. However, in the event that ATA proposes an amendment to this efftct, POC 
would like to express its unqualified disasreement with ATA and its total opposition 
to the inclusion of any such provision in this bill. 

Most recently, ATA on March 19, 1986, in testimony before the Subcommittee on 
Surface Transportation of the House Public Works and Transportation Committee, 
made such a reconuuendation. Reference testimony of Thomas J. Donohue, Presi- 
dent and Chief Elzecutive Officer, American Truckuig Associations, Inc., Ms^ch 19, 
1986. FCC urges, therefore, that no such provision, should it be requested by ATA, 
be included in ttus bill. 

In the view of PCC, such a recommendation is totally without merit. First, there 
has been no showing that any pervasive problem existe. PCC has not ascertained 
existence of any well-grounded survey which would confirm the existence of a prob- 
lem requiring l^islative address in this r^ard. Secondly, it should be noted that 
the Federal Highway Administration, Department of Transportation, has not identi- 
hed this as a particular problem with respect to its obligation to enforce safety regu- 
lations with respect to motor carrier operations. If there really were a problem, we 
would have heard from the Federal Highway Administration with respect to specific 
recommendations. Third, PCC believes existing law to be entirely adequate tfl ad- 
dress and remedy any alleged unlawful pressure or leverage exercised by a shipper 
on a for-hire motor carrier with respect to violations in these categories. Fourth, 
even if there were a problem of sufficient dimension to warrant l^islative consider- 
ation, it is difficult to envision the practicality of its enforcement. Indeed, there 
could be considerable mischief Any motor carrier violating any of these safety regu- 
lations relating to hours of service, speed or weight would invariably argue that the 
"devil made him to it" in the sense of trying to lay off the blame on a shipper. So 
we see this as merely compounding the enforcement problem that the Federal High- 
way Administration woula already have in such circumstance. Finally, if this Com- 
mittee believes the matter worth exploring, it should be referred to the Federal 
Highway Administration for further examination. The matter simply is not ripe at 
this time for legislative consideration in the absence of an objective and authorita- 
tive study of the issues relating to shipper liability untler these drcumstancee. 

OBCLINE OF FATAUTTSB FBOU TRUCK ACCmENTB 

No testimony from the Private Carrier Conference would be complete without 
noting that in 1984 and 1985, according to data released by the Bureau of Motor 
Carrier Safety of the Federal Highway Administration, injuries and fatalities from 
truck accidents involving interstate carriers, as reported to the Bureau of Motor 
Carrier Safety, declined. In 1984, BMCS Statistics show that there were 29.149 inju- 
ries. These dropped in 1985 to 28,937. In 1984, the same BMCS data indicate there 
were 2,721 fatalities. In 1985, this level declined to 2,676 fatalities. It is interesting 
to note that these declines from 1984 came during a period when truck fleet mileage 
increased by about 5%. 

On the subject of reportable accidents, as distinguished from ittjuries and fatali- 
ties, FCC notes reference to an 18% increase in 1984 according to figures main- 
tained by the BMCS. This statistic has been given widespread publicity and has 
been used as a very misleading argument to the effect that economic d^^ulation of 
the trucking industry since 1980 has compromised trucking safety. PCC does not 
subscribe to this view. The 18% increase relates to reportable accidents involving 
interstate motor carriers. It should be noted that as of 1973, motor carriers have 
been obliged to report all accidents where there was a fatality, physical injury or 
property damage in excess of S2,000. As far as the 18% is concerned, PCC under- 
stands that the BMCS has revised its I9S4 accident figures, reducing the total to 
37,823. This calculates to be a 16%, not an 18%. increase over the 1983 figure of 
31,628. 

Moreover, and importantly, the fact of inflation should be acknowledged with re- 
qwct to the $2,000 and above level in property damage requiring that the acddsnt 
be reported. In this connection, the BMCS has indicated that 7,390 additional acci- 
dmts were the sul^jecta of reports in 1984 as compared to 1973. when reporting went 
into effect, because inflation has elevated the damage level over $2,000. The BMCS 
has, as a result, changed its rule for reporting damage to a new threshold of {4,200. 
This is an inflation index adjustment calculated since 1973. It seems reasonable to 
conclude that the increase in reported truck accidents in 1985 from 1984 does not 
necessarily suggest an increase in the actual number of accidents. It it were other- 
wise, how could we explain the decline in injuries and fatalities in 1986 over 1984? 

Further on the subject of accidents, fatalities and injuries, the Committee will 
note that we are attaching as Appendix 2 a summary supplied to the Conference by 
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the Coalition on Motor Carrier Reform. We think it will be of interest to this Com- 
mittee. We think it conclusively demonstratea that there is no nexua between eco- 
nomic der^nilation and the question of highway truck safety. 

CONCLUSION 

In supporting S. 1903, it is the hope of the Private Carrier Conference that its 
passage will not only further enhance highway safety in the trucking industry, but 
that it will bIbo dif^ise and disconnect the issues relating to further economic de- 
regulation of the trucking industry from the question of safety. Senator Packwood 
has introduced the Truc^og Competition Act of 1986. It deals with further der^u- 
lation in an economic sense of the trucking industry. Its provisions should be consid- 
ered on their economic merits or lack thereof, not on the question of safety. Safety 
has been erected as a straw man by certain regulated fbr-hire carrier intarestfl be- 
cause, in the view of FCC, they have no weighty arguments dealing directly with 
the economic merits of further trucking industry deregulation. 

Safety is a self-contained proposition. Safety problems warrant safety remedies. 
S. 1903 is structured in this vein. We recommend its passage. Its passage, therefore, 
will not only serve the cause of safety well, but it will also serve the cause of put- 
ting the further debate on continued or lessened economic regulation of the truck- 
ing industry in the economic arena where it belongs, unclouded by safety deteriora- 
tion all^ations and considerations. 

Thank you. 



The Insurance Instituto for Highway Safety is an independent nonproflt research 
and communications oiganization that identifies and develops ways to reduce the 
incidence of death and injury caused by motor vehicle crsshev. Hie Institute is sup- 
ported by the nation's property and casualty insurers. 

Truck safety is a m^jor issue in transportation and not without reason. Nearly 
4,600 people die each year from injuries in crashes involving big trucks. Most of the 
people killed are occupants of passenger cars in car-truck colUsions. The situation 
appears to be getting progressively worse. In 1977, when a fatal car-truck crash oc- 
curred, the car occupants were 26 times more likely to be killed than the truck oc- 
cupants. The risk for car occupants has steadily increased. By 1984, fatalities were 
36 times more likely to be among car occupants than truck occupants. The risk is 
greatest for those in smaller cars. In aubcompacts, a person is 62 times more likely 
to be killed than a truck occupant in a fatal car-truck crash. 

The der^ulation of the trucking industry was a useful and necessary step to im- 
proving transportation efficiency. However, it has had unforseen consequences that 
affect all highway users. Safety cannot be left to the marketplace, and all indica- 
tions point to decreased safe driving practices since deregulation. It has become 
clear that the present procedures and practices do not encourage — in fact, they dis- 
courage—safe driving practices by limiting effective enforcement to one state's bor- 
ders. The problems created by the present patchwork system of state licensing pro- 
grams are summarized in the attached Institute publication "Big Trucks." ' 

Nineteen states do not issue classified truck driver licenses to handle big rigs. 

Only 15 percent of accident^involved truck drivers have had any formal commer- 
cial driver education. 

Truck drivers routinely obtain licenses in several states in order to spread convic- 
tions among them. 

The National Driver Roister is little more than a list of drivers whoee licensee 
have been revoked, and it moves too slowly to achieve any effective enforcement. 

Some states do a very good job of assessing a driver's ability to handle an 18- 
wheel vehicle safely; other abrogate their responsibility almost entirely. But more 
importantly, with the present system truckers can and do obtain as many licenaes 
as statee they pass through. The American Trucking Associations estimate that 25 
percent of truck drivers get licenses in more than one state.' A report prepared by 



■ Insurance Institute for Highway Safety. Big Trucks. WashingtoD. DC, 1986, 
* RiiTich, Williain. Accident niU is increaaing as heightened competitian apurs ihortcuti 
. J — !_. B, Nrajsdoy. January 26, 1986, p. 4. 
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the American AsBOciatioii of Motor Vehicle AdminiatraUira for the Netional High- 
way Safety AdminiBtration found that 10 to 32 percent of drivers of interstate hea^ 
du^ vehicles held licensee in more than one juriadictian. That report concluded, 
"Examination of limited number of driver record abetracta reveals several drivers 
with lengthy records of violations and accidents still driving on valid state li- 
censes." ^ Because there are no effective checks on this practice, truckers can spread 
out their crashes and violations among their various state licenses. No matter how 
effective the licensing and monitoring within a given state, there are no effective 
checks across all 50 states. Only 30 of the 50 states currently belong to the Drivers 
License Compact, which allows limited access to other member states licensing 
records. "Rte result is that drivers with histories of misafe driving practices continue 
to drive. 

The creation of a national system for licensing of commercial operators is one way 
to begin to bring these abuses under control and to establish professional qualifica- 
tions for commercial carrier operators. The goal of a national truck driver Ucensing 
program should be to improve highway safety. Developing a licensing program that 
recognizes the need for safe driving practices in the interstate trimspt^tation of 
goods, services, and passengers is one way to begin to achieve that goal. To elimi- 
nate the abuses of multiple licensing, an effective enforceable national commercial 
licensing program must: 

Ensure the participation of all commercial motor carrier operators in all states 

Provide an efficient modem recordkeeping system based in telecommunitations 
for ready access by all concerned entities; 

Provide effective enforcement and sancticms supported by adequate persmnel and 
budget; and 

^phasize safe driving practices and the penalties for failure to comply. 

The core of a national commercial carrier operator licensing system must be a 
recordkeeping system that uniquely identifies each operator. To reduce the possibili- 
ty of fraud, multiple identifiers should be used for each license holder, A report pre- 
pared for the Department of Transportation on the licensing and monitoring of 
truck drivers in 1979 suggests using photographs, signature, and thumb print as 
well as residence address and other encoded information.* To ensure that holding a 
license is contingent on a safe driving record, the complete driver history of each 
person who holds a commercial carrier operators permit, must be maintained 
through coordination with the appropriate state agencies. Finally, the recordkeeping 
system must be designed to accommodate rapid updating and immediate accesibili^ 
by appropriate federal and state officials. 

A national system of commercial carrier operators licenses should improve safety 
on the highways by preventing crashes caused by lack of skill or knowledge, by 
keeping those who have not learned the demanding skills of heavy duty vehicle op- 
eration off the roads, and by removing those who do not respect traffic laws. In addi- 
tion, there is tremendous room for improvement in vehicle and highway design as 
well as in licensure. The attached copy of our publication. "Big TVucks identifies 
additional problem areas in truck safety and suggests several methods for reducing 
the incidence and severity of truck crashes, such as improving braking capabilities, 
requiring troat brakes on all trucks, maintaining the 55 mph national speed limit, 
and controlling problem drinkers. 

Statement of United Bub Ownebs or America 

Mr. Chairman, my name is Paul Nagle. I am assistant to the executive director of 
United Bus Owners of America (UBOA) serving 2OO0 owners and operators of tour 
and charter coaches. 

Mr. Chairman, UBOA has asked to be heard, today, to express our views on driver 
license standards, proceeses which are addressed, admirably, in the legislation 
before this body. 

Concerning blood alcohol content, UBOA prefers the 0.04 provision of S. 1904, to 
the 0.10 provision of S. 1903. Also, UBOA prefers that the penalties of S. 1904 be 
applicable upon determination that a driver's blood alcohol content exceeds the 
stated level. UBOA is persuaded that a two-year license suspension, coupled with a 



* U.S. Department of Transportation. Multipte licensing and Inteistate Truck Driven: A 
roblem Statement. DOT HS 806 6*6. U.S. Govonunent Printing Office. 1981. 

* VS. Dtpsi'tiuent of Transportation. 'Truck Drivers Licensuuand Monitoring, An Analjvia 
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rehabilitation requirement, is superior to a simple suspension for a period of 160 
days. 

Considering real life experiences with funding of the Motor Carrier Safbt; Assist- 
ance Program, UBOA believes funding levels are minimal, as those levels are in- 
cluded in S. 1903 and S. 1904. 

NAnONALLV UNIPOUI LICENSE 

In and of itself, a nationally uniform driver license may have no dramatic impact 
on highway safety. The real impact is dependent upon the level of communication 
between licensing jurisdictions. Obviously, there would be immediate benefits, were 
each jurisdiction to req|uire that driver licenses be classified according to the degree 
of operational complexity. Obviously, also, there would be immediate improvements 
arising Avm a system under which license applicants would be requirea to demon- 
strate proficiency in operation of the most complex vehicle contemplated in the ap- 
plication. But until there ia in place, a procedure to prevent issuance of multiple 
licenses, until driver records are availBble to issuing jurisdictions, nationally uni- 
form license will be embroidery, rather than a well-kmt fabric. 

UBOA favors a nationally uniform license; we oppose a Federally issued license. 
We believe each jurisdiction needs to retain control and administration of its licens- 
ingsyBtem. 

The goal of a nationally uniform license is seen bv UBOA to be a fail-safe mecha- 



UCENSINO STANDABDe 

UBOA advocates narrowly classified licensing. We will comment only on drivers 
of passenger-carrying vehicles. We believe Oie license of a driver of a full-size high- 
way coach should be vehicle specific. We believe a qualified bus driver does not 
automatically acquire competendee to operate an 18-wheel freight^»rrying combi- 
nation. Nor does a qualified truck driver automatically poesess the skills essential to 
operation of a bus. 

More-than-adequate safety and medical standards have been adopted by the 
Bureau of Motor Carrier Safety at the Federal Highway Administration. So, too, do 
we consider to be satisfactory, the written test for drivers, prepared by the DeiMut- 
ment of Transportation. We believe a passing score on that test should be a pre- 
requisite for every driver license applicant. 

Driver proficiency, UBOA believes, should be demonstrated on the precise class of 
vehicle to be operated. 

Training levels are seen by UBOA to be the prerogative of the employing party. 
We surest to our members that they satisfy themselves on any need or lack of need 
for training, in advance of allowing a driver to venture out on the road. 

Failure to meet the criteria applicable to all safety standards should result in dis- 
qualification of the person applying for a job or for a license. 

Universal membership in the Driver License Compact is seen by UBOA to be es- 
sential to the effectiveness of any nationally uniform system. 

UBOA is pleased to see the pro^^aa being made in fleshing out the frame of the 
National Driver Register (NDR). UBOA h^ had two reservations: 1) the waiting 
time for electronic access to become operative; and 2) the scope of data to be made 
available to interested parties. A case in point: Although the National Highway 
Traffic Safety Adminatration (NHTSA) has restored the driver license abstract ele- 
ment to NDR, the agency has concluded; (Docket 84-02; Notice 4) (11446 Federal 
Roister. April 3, 1986) "the statute does not permit the abstract request feature to 
be available for employers. NTSB or FHWA to request a driver license abstract elec- 
tronically." Instead of having details in a matter of minutes, the requesting party is 
obli^d to use conventional means to make direct contact with the State or record, 

UBOA recommends that this Committee consider the desirability of amending the 
NDR statue to allow the s^tem to make available information which, rightly, 
should be in the pubUc domain when a driver has custody over the lives of as many 
as fifty people. 

CENTRAL DRIVER nLE 
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to a central file which will have a unique identifier, and which will enable the re- 
questing jurisdiction to establish if a driver license already has been issued to the 
apiriicant, and whether or not such previously issued license is encumbered. An or- 
MniMt.inn to which UBOA is party, the Alliance for Motor Vehicle Administrators' 
Teleconununications, is in the process of conducting a feasibility study designed to 
demonstrate how a telecommunications network on drivers might be made opera- 
tive. UBOA is an enthusiastic supporter of that undertaking. UBOA believes neces- 
sary technology is currently available, but we merely mention the phenomenon. 



To the degree that licensing systems are standardized; to the degree that stand- 
ardizatioD begins to put barriers in the paths of those who seek to hold, or already, 
hold, multiple licenses; and to the extent that violations or revocations are identi- 
Qed with the persons upon whom those actions were imposed; to that d^ree the 
highways will be made safbr as violators are separated &om th^ driving privil^es. 

NDR is here, imperfect though it may be. Separate though the central file m^t 
be tram NDR, its implementation can only serve to make NDR more effective; to 
enable NDR to achieve the purpose intended by its enabling l^pstation. 

Aa already has been indicated, UBOA is pleased to see that the l^palation before 
vou contemplates fund authorizations. UBOA believes that funding should not be a 
fmg-term matter. When per transaction costs have been identofied, those coats 
should become the burden of the user, the holder of the standardized license, 

SCOPE OF COVERAGE BY NATIONAU.Y UNITORH UCBNSE 

UBOA believes all commercial vehicle operators should be subject to the national- 
ly uniform license; that the nature of the transportation is less significant than that 
it affects commerce; that reasonable criteria are 10,000 pounds of 15 pasaeneeTS. 

Concerning numbera of driverB, we estimate that at least 40,000 bus driver li- 
censes would need to be issued. 

UBOA believes there would be no great difficulty in securing participation by the 
several Stetes. The same process might be utilized that appli« to MCSAP. Future 
to maintain both driver control and vehicle inspection programs would result in loos 
of funds. 

Another parallel to MCSAP procedures would occur in the transition poeriod. 
Stetes would not come into the program, universally and simultaneously. Section 5 
of S. 1903, seems to offer reasonable processes, rulemakinK within 18 months by the 
Secretary of Transportation. In addition to setting up Uie processes for attaining 
compliance, that rulemaking might also, reasonably, be expected to set forth the 
period of time within which individual drivers might come into compliance. In view 
of the fact that some Stetes issue driver licenses covering periods longer than one 
year, the rulemaking might appropriately specify that all driver licenses' would 
expire according to a workable formula, but on a date no longer than one year from 
the date of rulemaking. 

Hr. Chairman, UBOA is pleased to be able to support the legislation before you, 
and we urge expedited efforts for ite enactment as contemplated here. 



Citizens for Safe Drivers Against Drunk Drivers and Chronic Offenders (CSD) ap- 
nt>ve8 the concept of S. 1903 which proposes a National Commercial Motor Vehicle 
Operator's License to help reduce multiple driver licensee and the increasin^y seri- 
ous safety problems related to truck driver licensing as well as to permit quick 
checking by employers of problem drivers. 



■uapenaion for the seventh time from his home stete of New Jersey and was driving 
on a license from the state of Arizona. At that time many hif^way safety prafea- 
sionals said that imposing standardized and unifbrm license qualifications for truck- 
ers on a nationwide basis was not feasible. 

For over a decade CSD has been working to improve highway safety. Among our 
accomplishments is the landmark 19S2 law unanimously passed by Congress which 
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Btrengthens the National Driver Register (NDR) and provides alcohol incentive 
grants for state anti-drunk driving programa. 

Today, we believe that a national truck drivers Ucense is an idea whoee time has 
come. Almost without exception the highway safety community as well as the truck- 
ing and insurance industries and other allied groups agree on the need for this leg- 
isUition. However, it is essential that a practical way of implementing this idea be 
developed. 

We suggest that the national truck drivers records system be located within the 
U^. Department of Transportation in tandem with the NDR, using a pointer 
svetem to the state(B} of record and licensing. However, the actual licensing process 
should be handled and administered by the states imder strong uniform federal 
guidelines. All drivers of heavy vehicles both interatate and intrastate, should suc- 
cessfully complete a driver test with the type(s) of vehicles they will be driving plus 
oral and written tests and medical certification. The tests should be standardized 
nationwide, accepted by all states, and the cost borne by applicants. 

Truck drivers with a minimiim of one year driving experience in the past three 
years and a perfect driving record and medical certification would be temporarily 
grandfathered until renewal time when they should then be required to take the 
same road, written, and physical tests as new applicants. 

Development of uniform definition of a truck driver for purposes of enforcing the 
law is essential. Ultimately, we believe all drivers of vehicles which weigh in escees 
of 10,000 pounds should be phased in over a period of ycara. But to speed the Imple- 
mentation of the truck driver licensing svstem, a higher weight limit of between 
26,00 and 50,000 pounds should be set in the earliest stages. Whatever the ultimate 
criteria, we strongly recommend that the law speciiy inclusion of all persons who 
operate articulated vehicles. 

Development of a new foolproof unique identiiler would be useful. However, it is 
not needed to begin the system, and until suitable technology is available and agree- 
ment is reached on what type of system will be used, the social security number 
should be the interim unique identifier. It is recognized by the technical experts 
' " ■ died "foolproof' identifiers 



that problem drivers can deliberately circumvent so-calleli 
such as retinal imaging, 
nustbe di 



Standards must be developed and specified for the information about the truck 
driver that must be sent to the central register: name, birthdate, ejre color, sex, 
social security number, driver license number, state of residence and hcensing, ^pe 
of vehicle tested on, type of license issued, and other pertinent data. 

Before issuing this special license, state officials uioutd be required to check the 
NDB as well as their own file for suspensions and serious driving violations, and to 
require an annual medical certificate. Truckers should not have a separate passen- 
ger car license, and both traffic citations and the driver record should indicate 
whether the offense occurred with a heavy truck or while operatine a passenger car. 
All licenses must be updated and checked with the NDR when a driver moves from 
one state to another. Qiecks by employers ^ould go through the state and also 
access NDR information. 

The driver records system in each state must be improved to reflect the complete 
driver history of all chronic offenders. Not only do problem drivers now often nave 
multiple licensee but many states fail to report violations by out-of-state drivers 
back to their home state. And some home states when they do receive this type of 
information routinely toes it in the wastebasket. This is especially significant for 
truck drivers who, because of the very nature of their driving, have a higher per- 
centage of violations outside their home states than other drivers. 

Our knowledge and long experience witii the NDR, its operation and capabilities 
has convinced us that any national truck driver Ucense system should be operated 
in conjunction with the NDR. It should be physically located in the same central 
point as the NDR to facilitate automatic checlring of the NDR file for suspensions 
and driving violations on both commercial vehicles and passenger cars. 

This suggested tandem system would be the quickest, most efliBctive and least 
costly way to implement the new truck driver licensing system. A system operated 
separately would duplicate much of what is already provided for under the NDR 
Act of 1982, This includes the reporting not only of suspensions and revocatkms but 
also of convictions for violations such as drunk driving, fatalities, and other serioui 
driving offenses. The 1982 Act also permits employers of commercial drivers to 
check records of drivers through the states, with the written approval of the em- 
ploy. The pointer concept with the states maintaining the actual records would be 
sinular for both the NDR system and the national truck drivers license system. In 
additon, if Congress wants the system to point to additional types of violations or to 
noint to violations earlier befbre implementation of the full NDR Problem Driver 
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Pointer System (PDPS) ie in place, it could simply authorize this under enabling leg- 
islation. 

We know that many safety and trucking profesaionala still mistakenly retain 
their image of the old NDR as too slow for their needs. There is still the current 
lingering misconception that the new NDR is not operating effectively. However, 
since the 1982 law, there have been many msjor improvements in the NDR, largely 
unknown and unrecognized even by those in the field. 

In fact, all the states participate in the NDR program. Only New York does not 
make inquiries but it does make entries, and conversely Texas does not report sub- 
pensions and revocations but does make inquiries. 

In the past six months, the speed of communication between the NDR and the 
states has accelerated dramatu^y. In addition, information in the NDR file of 
mor« than 10.8' million problem drivera is much more current and accurate. In the 
six months ending June 30th, the NDR received over 8.2 million inquiriee and 
almost 1.4 million reports and made 168,000 matches. 

Currently, 16 states ' are using the 24-hour Remote Job Entry (RJE). This system 
generally means overnight service, with inquiries made at the end of the workday 
and responses on the desks of state officials when the licensing office opens the next 
iHisiness day. On May 22 Delaware became the first state to use the interim Rapid 
Response System (RRS) which achieves a S to T second response to inquiries. Within 
the year at least 10 additional states should be using either the RJE overnight mode 
or the 5 to 7 second response system. This is a far cry from the 10 days to 2 weeks 
or more that mail response to inquiries took before passage of the 1982 NDR law. 

On June 6 Transportation Secretary Dole announced that North Dakota, Ohio, 
Virginia, and Washington were selected as the four pilot states for the new NDR 
Problem Driver Pointer System (PDPS) and that complete testing will begin in 
August 1987. 

The special techniques developed to permit Delaware to achieve the Rapid Re- 
sponse System proivde a significant cap^ility for all states for a broad in-place com- 
munications network. Any new ^iBtem for the national truck drivers license concept 
would have to at least partially duplicate or parallel the new NBR system. 

Assuming that the names of all licensed truck driven will be in a central file, the 
NDH is the logical data center to house it Over the past quarter of a century the 
NDR has acquued the management experience and expertise to operate and main- 
tain a maasive data file with complex and wvhisticated search techniques. Since the 
functions required for a national truck drivers licensing system are similar to those 
now operating successfully in the NDR, using the NDR would eliminate the longer- 
testing period any new oi^anization would require. 

A decision should be made early on whether the central file would contain the 
fiill driver record, a partial summary type record or as with the new NDR merely 
point to the state or states where the records of violations and suspensions are 
maintained. In the interests of keqting as little data as possible in the central file. 



legislation. As stated earlier, whatever additional types of violations are desired to 
meet the needs of employers of drivers, ni i"i'"til changes to the proposed lesislation 
or to the 1982 NDR Act could accomplish this. 

With the present limitations on budget and personnel in NDR, both the NDB and 
NHTSA would undoubtedly be reluctant to take on additional tasks at this time. 
However, handling these necessary functions through the NDR rather than through 
a new separate system would substantially decrease costs. And if the Congress speci- 
fied that additionalpsrsonnet be added to the NDR to handle this function, it would 
be able to do so effectively. User fees for record requests by employen of drivers 
would make this phase of the NDR self supporting. 

Whenever an inquiry to the national truck drivers license system is made for the 
purpose of licensing, employment, or penalties, the complete NDR file should also 
atuomatically be accessed to point to the state of record for whatever information is 
indicated on the truckers driving record and his passenger car driving record. 

Because the m^jor problem continues to be state cooperation in repenting convic- 
tions and violations tmck to either the home state or the NDR, special incentives or 
penalties must be used to insure that the states will report promptly and accurately. 
Congress should set a deadline for full compliance by all states. 
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In the past we believed that states should not have mandatory requirements be- 
cause n^ative reaction by states to federal pressures might hamper a vital pro- 
gram. However, in the patA few years some of the former strong^ opponeots to 
mandatory participation among highway safety professionals, even some state li- 
censing officials and some federal traffic safety leaders have b^un to question and 
reverse their prior stand on this issue. Certainly, mandatory participation should be 
seriously considered. 

We strongly recommend establishment of a national advisory committee to help 
maintain the national truck drivers licensing syst^n as a priority program that 
meets the needs of its users. Its memberahip should represent a br(»d spectrum in- 
cluding the trucking industry, bus owners, teamstere, the insurance field, state 
motor vehicle administrators, and the public. 

Whatever system is finally established it is essential that driver records for pas- 
senger car driving and conunercial motor vehicle driving be combined and that the 
NDR information and records be accessed each time for licensing, employment, and 
penalties. Whatever communications system is established between the states 
should be compatible with the NDR syst^. 

The SS-year-oU NDR is an essential in-place system containing problem drivers of 
both passenger cars and conunercial mctor vehicles and its method for matching 
records is one of the most sophisticated in the world. The records and communica- 
tions elements of the proposed commercial motor vehicle operators licensing system 
is a logical extension of the NDR. Therefore, a completely separate record me which 
doesn't make full use of the NDR capabilities and potenti^ would be duplicatory, 
costly, and inefficient. 

Statembnt of CoNffTANCE A, MoRELLA, Mehbes, MASYUun) Housx OF Deleoatxs 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, my name is Constance Morella. I 
am a member of the Maryland General Assembly, representing the 16th L^islative 
District in the House of Delegates. For the past seven years, I have served as a 
member of the Transportation and Law ESnforcement Subcommittee of the Appro- 
pr^tions Ck>mmittee. In that capacity, 1 have dealt with budgeting and problems re- 
lating te traffic and safety on the roads and highways of my state. 

I strongly favor legislation that would establish a unifinm commercial driver li- 
censing system. I do so as a stete l^islator long active in transportetion and par- 
ticularly trucking issues, as a frequent driver on the Capital Beltway, and as a 

NathansL ,, __, ^ ^. 

School, was on vacation in lUiode Island when she was killed in an accident that 
would have been prevented by a uniform commercial drivers licensing system. 

It happened on 1-95. Kamy was a passenger in a car that was slanuned from 
behind by a speeding tractor-trailer. The truck driver, we later learned, had just 
had his license suspended, by his home stete of New Jersey, for the seventh time. 
While his New Jersey license was under suspension, the truck driver had gone te 
Arizona and obtained a new license from that stete, the license with which he was 
driving the day he killed Kamy. The legislation before you today would have pre- 
ventecT that New Jersey truck driver from acquiring a license in another stete at all, 
let alone while his home stete license was suspended. 

Unfortunately, the man who killed Kamy is only one of many truck drivers who 
acquire and misuse driver's licenses from more than one stete. 'There are only about 
two and a half te three million truck drivers nationwide, but the thirty stetes (only 
sizt]^ percent of all stetes) that do issue truck drivers licenses have issued some six 
million of them. The multiple license practice is of particular concern te those of us 
who regularly drive on the Capital Beltway. 

The Beltway is a microcosm of the national problems existing because of the ab- 
sence of a system involving uniform commercial driven licensee. The Beltway is not 
too much of a problem for the competent, renwnBible drivers who make up the ma- 
jority of the backing industry. But the Beltway's design flaws and sevei« over- 
crowding mean that incompetent, irresponsible truckers do not have the maisin for 
error that they might have on a straight, empty streteh of road. 

As federal law in recent years has permitted longer and wider trucks, and as the 
Beltway has become more overcrowded, tractor trailer accidents on the Beltway 
have increased at more than three times the rate of other Beltway accidents, jump- 
ing 43 percent in the last year and a half alone. 
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Though trucks comprifle only 3,2 percent of Beltway traffic, they are now involved 
in 19 percent of the accidents on that highway. And two thirds of the times that 
somebody has been faulted in these mishaps, it has been the truck driver who has 
been chtvged. Things have gotten so bad that the Washington Post, in a recent edi- 
torial, referred to Uie hufhway as "Your Deadliest Drag Strip," saying "life in the 
Beltway fast track is a nesta for trucker-bullies terrorizing the lowly care" and re- 
ferring to "the truck-inflicted terror" as a problem whose solution is urgent. 

Three quarters of the automobile traffic on the Beltway is local, but two thirds of 
the truck^ involved in accidents are not roistered in Maryland, D.C., or Virginia. 
These are trucks carrying produce from Florida to New York, or manufactured 
goods from Connecticut to Atlanta, and their drivers might be licensed in New 
Jeney or even Arizona. The problem with this is that Maryland, and its citizens 
who use the Beltway to drive to and from work every day, have no way of assuring 
that these out-of-state truckers are responsible or even competent. 

Interstate sharing of information as to the status of drivers was improved by the 
National Driver B^pster Act of 1982, Almost all states now participate in the Na- 
tional Driver Register. Almost is not good enough, however. As long as even one 
state does not share information on whose licensee it has suspended or who it has 
convicted of reckleea driving, speeding, or drunk driving, the ^stem is goii^ to be 

Another problem with the National Driver Register is that it depends on the 
postal service, meaning that respcnises to state inquiries take a minimum of a week 
to ten days. Because many states issue licensee "while you wait," an applicant may 
well have already received a license and left the state, let alone the building, by tlw 
time the motor vehicle administration receives its report trom the NDR. This makes 



the two meet important problems that would be corrected by establishing a uniform 
enforceable commercial drivers license system. The other key problem to be solved 
involves the dangerously minimal amount of testing required to obtain a license 
pMmitting the driving of trucks. Driving a truck is a very difierent matter from 
driving a car. Trucks run up to 66 feet in length and 35 tons in weight, they are 
much more difficult to maneuver than cars, and carry additional, specnalized equip- 
ment. Some trucks carry hazardous materiEils that require special responses in case 
of collision or leakage, but twenty states do not require truck driven to show more 
than an ability to drive a car. And no state tests for spe<^ knowledge on the part 
of truckers transporting hazardous materials. 

Tough, uniform licensing standards for the nation's truck drivers are a must if 
motorists are to feel safe again on our mEgor highways. My own state of Maryland 
issues several different classifications of driver's license. If you pass the t«st for car 
drivers, you get one type of Ucense. li you want a Maryland license allowing you to 
drive trucks, you have to take both a written test with truck-specific questions and a 
driving test at the wheel of a tractor-trailer. Maryland has taken tAe precautions 
necessary to insure that its truck drivers are competent. But it has no way of know- 
ing that truckers passing through the state from Arizona and Alabama, Oklahoma, 
Ohio, and 16 other states have any idea of how to drive a truck. If you can show us 
you know how to maneuver a Volkswagen Bug, their laws say, we'll let you drive a 
sirh" five foot, thirty five ton tractor trtuler. 

Tlie information sharing problem I discussed earlier may eventually be resolved 
by the states of their own accord, though the process can certainly use speeding up. 
But the classified driver licensing effort is in definite need of a push from the fedei^ 
el government. It is suffering from the thirty-state syndrome, a characteristic I 
readily recognize from my years in the state l^palature. For some unfathomable 
reason, a lot of national efforts of this type attain passage in thirty-some legisla- 
tures and then lose momentum. 

- nbiU 

: the 



might best be developed by a working group coordinated by tlw U.S. Department of 
Transportation. 

I oppose a national truck drivers license distributed by the federal government 
Particularly in a period of record federal deficits, we don't need to set up yet an- 
other federal bureaucracy. To do so in this r^^rd would also set an unhealthy 
precedent in terms of states rights. It would infimge upon an area of responslbili^ 
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which has traditionally and rightfully belonged to the stataa. Finally, I am wary of 
the idea of concentrating bo much private i^ormation in a aingle, easily aocesrible 

I Airther agree with the proposed National Uniform Commercial Motor Vehicle 
Drivers License Standard Act of 1986. a» opposed to S. 1908, that efForts in thk 
regard should focus on drivers of commercial vehicles over 26,000 pounds. These are 
the heaviest and most difGcult trucks to drive, as well as the ones chieflv used in 
interstate commerce. Reckless driving penalties these operators incur while driving 
smaller and also noncommercial vehicles should, however, count against their privi- 
leges to drive these hu^ trucks. 

The transmission of all this information must be made electronic. The gTirting 
National Driver Register has made great progress in developing, though not imple- 
menting, means by which such facte could be transmitted almost instantaneously. 
The National Driver Register is also laudable for the means by which it protects 
drivers' privacy. Its central file contains little information berond the driver's 
name, state, and the fact that his state has more inibrmation on him. It serves as a 
"pointer" to the more complete state files. The new system should operate in a simi- 
lar way but take advantage of modem tecbnolosy. 

One would hope that the uniform commerci^drivers license pnwram will attract 
participation on its own merits. But I would not be opposed to the withdrawal of 
some portion of fedei^ highway monies from those states which refiise to cooperate. 
Federal highway safety monies in the form of Motor Carrier Safety Assistance Pro- 
gram (MCSAP) funds could be used to finance the working group and to assist in 
implementing the program. 

As to coats of such a program, the estimate I have seen is 20 to 30 million dollars 
for the entire electronic data network and some forty dollars per truck-specific U- 
censing exam. These costs could easly be met by user fees. If each truck driver were 
to be tested as often as every two years, the cost of the data network plus testa 
would still run each driver (mly about thirty dollars per annum. That is a small 

Eice te pay for the safer, more reputable trucking industry that the truckers would 
aefit fi^m and a small price to charge for admission to the safer, more pleasant 
roads from which the rest of the country would benefit. 

Statement or the National Associatton of Rbouijitort Utiutt Coioiisbionkbs 

This statement is submitted for the record to the Senate Committee on Com- 
merce, Science and Transportation on behalf of the National Association of Regula- 
tory Utility CommissicHiers (NARUO. 

"016 N^UC is a (juasi-govemmental, nonprofit organization founded in 1889. 
Within our membership are the govermnental agencies of the fifty States, the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, Puerto Rico and the Virgin Mands which are engaged in the r%- 
ulation of utilities and carriers. Our chief objective is to serve the consumer interest 
by seeking to improve the quality and effectiveness of government regulation in 
/unerica. 

The Association greatly appreciates this opportunity to present our views on S. 
1903, a bill proposing the Gommennal Motor Vehicle Safety Act of 1985. While the 
NARUC Executive Committee has not taken a formal position on this Iwislation, 
the NARUC Committee on Transportation has considered the hill and the following 
comments represent the committee's concerns. 

The bill, as written, must be applauded for the serious questions it addresses and 
the solutions that it seeks. The change to 49 U.S.C. 621(bX9) is commendable because 
it gives penalty monies for safety violations to a fund to be used in the fiirtherance 
of safety. Thus, it is our opinion that the change is needed in the interest of contin- 
ued funding for safety programs. 

Although the NARtfC Qininuttee on Transportation wholeheartedly endiM-Ma the 
concept of random roadside inspections and is vigorously pursuing an effective, com- 
prehensive program, the concept of random drug testing does appear severe. We rec- 
ommend that an officier have probable cause" or at the very le«gt "reasonable sus- 
picion" in order t« administer such a test. Guidelines need to be tttablished tiiat 
will indicate which method of testing (blood, urine, etc.) is most desirable and which 
tests are accurate enough to withstand an admissibility test before our courts. A 
possibly better alternative to strictiv random roadside drug tests is placing the re- 
sponsibility for random tests with the company and giving the State the ability to 
perform said testing upon having probable cause. The reason is two-fold. With both 
male and female drivers and inspectors working, opposite sexes will not be able to 
administer urine tests to one another without placing each at risk of having false 



Digitized by K.rt OOQ IC 



123 

charges levied against them for impropriety. Therefore, if the officer cannot view 
the sampUng. then the chain of evidence is forefeited and the analysis is inadmissi- 
ble in court. The second reason is that an employee can send the drivers to a phyri- 
cian, or have the physician /technician present, to have the necessary samples taken 
in a controlled environment. A dual responsibility will ensure that a greater crOOT- 
section of drivers are tested. The prompt suspension of drivers with a cantroUed 
dangerous substance within the blood stream or having a blood alcohol content 
(BAG) of .10% without question is uniform with existing States statutes. 

Our gravest concerns are with the implementation of a National Uniform Driver's 
License. Although the concept of a National Uniform Driver's License for Interstate 
Commercial Vehicle Drivers is most desirable, S. 1903 does not provide for any State 
participation or authority in its issuance. It is our desire that the Secretary of 
Transportation meet with the States and promulgate rules and diaaeminate devel^>- 
mentfd monies for a National Uniform Drivers License, 

We would like to enumerate the following problems with the current system of 
individual State Licenses: 

Some studies ^low that nearly 90% of all truck accidents are caused by human 

Drivers obtain multiple driver's licenses to spiBad their convictions on many li- 
censee, and if one is suspended, they have another to keep driving. 

Drivers obtain licenses in one State when they are under suspension in other 
States, and the issuing State is unable to verify. 

There is no uniformity in written testing requirements. Motor Carrier Safety Reg" 
Illation questions are not being incorporated, and there is no separate questioning 
for Hazardous Materials Drivers. 

There is no uniformity for road testing. Many States require no road test for large 
vehicles. 

There is no uniform classification of licenses that informs an officer of what a 
driver is qualified to operate or allows a driver to be tested for that which he wishM 
to be allowed to operate. 

Bureau of Motor Carrier Safety standards for driver qualifications — specifically a 
valid license, medical examination, written teet, and road test — are separate from 
standard licensing procedures. It will be much easier to have all this incorporated 
into the State issued licensing process. 

It is our desire to have a licensing system that will be required of all fifty States 
to implement, yet still be administered and issued by the States themselves. 

The issues to be addressed are as follows: Classes of licenses, written ezam, road 
test, medical requirements, disqualification, and issuance of the license itself. 

ci-AaBincATiON 
A uniform classification for licenses that delineates between strai^t trucks (over 



tractor-trailers carrying hazardous materials and Cargo 'Tanks would be most b. 
fidal. Such a classification would allow specific road testing in the v^iidete) that a 
driver would like to operate and a written exam to conform with the vehicle and 
the commodity being transported (hazHrdous materials veisus b^gbt of other 



Written testing should include questions on the rules of the road, the Motor Carri- 
er Safety requirements found in 49 C.F.R Sections 392, 393, and 396, and. for hasard- 
ous material drivers, questions found in 49 C.F.R. Sections 397 and 1T7, and the 
basics on shipping papers, marking, placarding, and emergency procedures. 



ing to be licensed to operate. Because it is reasonable to beUeve that a person who 
can operate a cargo taJik, can also operate a van trailer, flat bed or straight tnxk, 
only the largest or most complex vehicle should be utilized fi>r the test 

MEDICAL Baqummxim 
When a driver appears at the testing staticm for his licroee, he should have a am 



. ...e testing St 
of his medical eiaminati<»i to be eligible 
should be placed to verify the " ~ 
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DISqUAUnCATION 



IB8UANCB or UCENBB 



All States will need to issue the license accordine to the rules agreed upon by the 
States and the Secretary of DOT. The license would require a minimum of the fol- 
lowing: a submitted medical exam, a completed uniform written test for the class of 
license applied for, and a road test for that clase of vehicle. 

The driver would then be required to carry a license with a common numbering 
system or identiiier which would disclose whether the driver ia engaged in intra- 
state and/or int«retate commerce. 

The license should appl]r to both commerical and non-commercial use. It is our 
opinion that a driver's habits in his personal vehicle will influence his habits within 
a commerical vehicle. Licensing for non-commercial drivers only would remain un- 
changed. 

A central file should be established to list the drivers name. State of issuance, 
license number with the identifier, social security number, dat« of birth, what ^pe 
of vehicle(s) can be driven, and whether the license is valid or not. The partitnuars 
of the dirver's history can be obtained from the State of isauance. The cost of chang- 
ing and implementing the States' licensing procedure should be borne by the federal 
government with initial funds. Thereafter, it should be the mponsibility of the 
State and driver to bear the burden of the cost for adnunistering the exam, llie 
overriding reason for continuing to have the States issue licenses is that historical- 
\j, the Uoensea have been administered b^ States. The States already have a mecha- 
nism of issuance and testing, and the testing centers are convenient to the public. In 
these times of severe budget constraints, it makes good fiscal sense to rely on a bu- 
reaucracy that is already in place at the State level. In addition, the States have 
been far more effective in enforcing liCMising tium has the federal government. It is 
our sincere hope that if this program ia enacted for inteistate drivers, the States 
will then require these licensing procedures for their intrastate operators as well. 

The NARuC is pleased to see the language incorporated in this bill that raises 
the ceiling for Motor Carrier Safety Assistance Pronam (HCSAP) funding. This pro- 
gram is vital to a nationwide safety enforcement eiibrt It is our hope that Con^reae 
will direct the Secretaiy erf DOT to allow States that have partial implementational 
authority of MCSAP — for example, the authority to r^ulate for hire carriage and 
not private carriage, or tractor-trailers and not straight trucks — to receive partial 
implementation funding ^m the MCSAP. Any additional binding will enable the 
States to conduct more safety inunctions, develop an information data base, and 
possibly convince their l^islatures that the crther vehicles (not under this authority) 
need to be inspected also. Again, we encourage the adaption of the higher funding 
levels. 

lliank you for this opportunity to present our views. 



INTRODUCTION 



tor Packwood. 

By way of identification, NAWGA is a national trade asaodation comprised for 
grocery wholesale distribution companies whoee primary line of buainees is the 
suddIv and service of independent grocers throughout the United States and 

. llie independent grocer still r^ireeents over 50% of the total retail sales in 
t .wuntry and is one of the strongest secpeota of independMtt busin c aamMi in the 

1 NAWGA m^nbers <^ierate over "roO distrUMitkui centers nationwide with a 
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combined """""I Bales volume of approximately $60 billion, which accounts for 
roughly one-third of the nation's grocery supply sales. NAWGA' s foo d service divi- 
-— '-^1 International FoodservtceS Distributors' Association (IFDA), represents 



approximately 260,CM)d persona nationwide, but working wiUi their indepettdently- 
owned supermarkets, they actually employ well in excess of ssveral million people. 
NAWGA provides research, technical, educational and government service pro- 
grams on behalf of its 400 members. 

The overall issue of safetv in trucking operations has always been of fundamental 
concern to NAWGA's memnera. These members operats private truck fleets of tfaeiT 
own which are intcgi^ ^ the ftinctions of their businesses. In addition, NAWGA 
members are shippers and receivers of food product lines that are picked up and 
delivered to them by hundreds, if not thousands, of for-hire motor common carriers 
and contract carriers under the jurisdiction of the Interstate Commerce Commission 
as well as by independent owner-operators. In addition, and of late, NAWGA mem- 
bers, as private carriers, have been utilizing very extensively supplemental operat- 
ing authority issued by the Interstate Commerce Commission. This authority is uti- 
lised to offer incidental or supplemental for-hire service to shippeTs requiring audi 
where the offering complements the ongoing proprietary trucking operations of 
NAWGA members. Trucking safety pervades all of these ftinctions and operations of 
NAWGA members. 

nawga'b batkty prookahs 

Indeed, NAWGA conducts many programs and seminars to educate its members 
about state and federal safety requirements as enunciated by the Bureau of Motor 
Carrier Safety. Federal Highway Administration, Department of Transportation and 
individual state agencies. NAWGA covers both the interstate and intrastate levels 
because the trucking operations of its members are conducted on both levels, thus 
bringing to bear concern with compliance under both state and federal safety regu- 
lations. 

To further this educational process, NAWGA has recently published the NAWGA 
Truck Safety Manual. This manual is supplied to each NAWGA member and is up- 
dated at leut once a year with appropriate supplements so as to apprise NAWGA 
members of changes in or additions to safety r^ulatious affecting trucking oper- 
ations. TUb is an ongoing publication of NAWGA which has been well received 1^ 
its member companies. 

Compliance with safety requirements is good business. The very natim of the 
transportation of food products demands both extreme care and prompt delivery 
schedules. This is true whether the NAWGA member ia utilinng its own proprie- 
tary fleet or is the beneficiary, as a shipper or receiver, of trucking service from ICC 
r^ilated or exempt for-hire carriers. 

The level of intensity of competition in the wholesale grocery industry is such 
that effective and safe trucking operations are of paramount concern to NAWGA 
members because of the profoimd conviction that safety is good business. NAWGA 



^ ,_ „. jewouldbe 

to short circuit the ef!icient operations of wholesale grocers and to raise, even more 
than they have been of late, the cost of public liabili^ insurance. 

NAWGA members have an outstanding safety record as proprietary carriers, and 
the^ want to continue to assure maintenance of this record, not tmly to further 
Uieir primary business interests, but also, consistent therewith, to maintain the 
most dfective control on insurance premium expenditures. It is thus in this context 
that NAWGA views S. 1903, the Commercial Motor Vehicle Safety Act of 1986. 



As understood by NAWGA, the C(»nmercial Motor Vehicle Safety Act of 1985 
would establish a commercial motor v^cle safetjr fund. liiiB federal trust Aind 
would receive penalties and fines collected for violation of inteistate truck and vehi- 
cle safety standards. Monies in the fund would be used as specified in Section 4 of 
the Commercial Motor Vehicle Safety Act of 1986. 

In addition, and on the subject or random inspections, the Act would direct the 
Secretary of Transportation to make incentive grants from the new trust fund to 
states that conduct frequent random equipment inspections of trucks and buses and 
random testing of drivers for alcohol and drug use. Such grants could only be used 
by a recipient stat« to implement and enforce such a program. Any person with a 
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blood alcohol concentration of .10 percent or greater when operating a commercial 
vehicle will be deemed to be operating such vehicle while intoiicated. Moreover, 
"controlled substance" mil be defined in accordance with the Comprehensive Drug 
Abuse Prevention and Control Act of 1970. in a companion bill, S. 1904, referred to 
the Committee on Environment and Public Works, further proviaions are proposed 
with respect to the operation of commercial motor vehicles b; intoxicated persons. 
When hearings are held on this latter bill, NAWGA wiU comment more speciiicatly 
in its proviaiona. 

Further, the Commercial Motor Vehicle Safety Act of 1985 wilt direct the Secre- 
tary of Transpotiation to eetablish a national operator's license for commercial 
motor vehicles within 18 months of enactment. Persons who violate this provision 
will be aseeeaed a dvil penalty not to exceed $6,000 for each violation. In order to 
aaaist the Secretary of Ti^nsportation in administering this Section, state licensing 
oFRdals will be obUged to provide information concerning persons denied a state li- 
cense or whose license is cancelled, revoked or suspended. 

Finally, as to the Motor Carrier Safety Assistance Program of 1982, S. 1903 wUl 
provide an increase in funding and an extension for two years for funding authori- 
zations of safety assistance grants to the various states. The authorized funding for 
fiscal years 19S7 and 1988 would be increased to S60 million and $60 million, reepec- 



The National-American Wholesale Grocers' Association, having carefuUy evaluat- 
ed all of these proposals in S. 1903, herein states its endorsement of them. Parage 
of S. 1903 would greatly enhance the safety of trucking operations on the natloivs 
highways, NAWGA would like to comment, however, more specifically with respect 
to the proposal in S. 1903 that would direct the Secretary of Transportation to estab- 
lish a national operator's license for commercial motor vehicles within 18 months of 
enactment. 

Although NAWGA supports this proposal, it is its understanding that there is 
some resistance to the establishment of a national operator's license coming from 
the Federal Highway Administration of the Department of Transportation. If 
NAWGA is correct in this r^ard, it appears that the FHA is reluctant to be the 
administrator of such a centralized licensing system. Alternatively, with uniform 
federal standards and procedures being delineated, NAWGA believes the states 
could administer such a system. Plainly, the current multiplicity of licensing of indi- 
vidual drivers on a 8tate-to«tate basis contains a number of problems requiring 
prompt remedy. If. indeed, the FHA is unwilling to administer such a federal cen- 
tralized system, the utilization of uniform federEd standards, as implemented by ap- 
imipriate state agencies, may well contribute to a resolution of the problem of miU- 
tiple licensing of vehicle drivers. Any federal/state program cannot be successful 
without an improved driver licensing arrangement, 

NAWGA believes that problem drivers must be identified and sanctioned. In 
order to do this, there must be full knowledge of the complete license and traffic 
violations record of every driver of heavy trucks. Current licensing and control ef- 
forts through the Uniform Vehicle Code, the Classified License Program, the Na- 
tional Driver Register, the Driver License Compact, and the Federal Motor Carrier 
Safety Begulationa have not, in the view of NAWGA, been all that effective. At the 
present time, drivers can obtain licenses to drive large trucks even though they are 
only tested on smaller trucks or cars. Moreover, drivers can obtain more than one 
license to spread their violations. This makes it very difficult to detect a bad driving 
record. Finally, states, as far as NAWGA understands it. do not exchange sufficient 
information about traffic violations. Thus, an individual a license record is often in- 
complete, 

NAWGA, therefore, recommends, consistent with S.1903, the esteblished of a uni- 
form national commercial drivers license either issued by the Federal Highway Ad- 
ministration or, if deemed approrpiate, by state licensing agencies and classified by 
Wpe of vehicle. This latter arrangement should refiect, as has been suwested by the 
American Trucking Associations, an identification process so as to venty that an in- 
dividual driver has not been issued a license by another state. There should be uni- 
form standards for testing the knowledge of trafilc laws and rules of the road, 
knowledge of vehicles and vehicle inspection procedures and skill in handling the 
vehicle. Also of significance would be a requirement that information about traffic 
violations should be forwarded to the state of licensure to assure a complete record 
of a commercial driver. On the other hand, if we are to have a totally federally ad- 
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minigtered ^stero, the infonnatioii about traffic violations should be forwarded to 
the Federal Highway Adminktratioii. 

As far as the multiple licensing problem ia concerned, NAWGA notes that fre- 
quenly truck accident inveatigationa indicate that the truck driver involved held li- 
censee from several states and that the driver's poor traffic record had been spread 
over the various states' licensee so that the record never became native enouf^ in 
any ime state to result in either a suspension or a revocation of the license. In other 
situations, drivers have been fbund to have lost their privileges in one state. Never- 
thele^ they were continuing to drive on a valid hcense obtained hvm another 

In 1980, the National Transportation Safety Board published a report oa the prob- 
lem based on its inveetisations of truck accidents. The 44 commercial drivers in- 
volved had a total of 63 Ucensee, 98 auspensionB, 104 accidents, and 456 traffic con- 
victions. The Board concluded that, ". . . . in spite of three levels of commercial 
driver screening — the NDR (National Driver Roister), state driver Ucenaing poli- 
ciea, and screening by motor carriers pursuant to federal regulations, problem cnn- 
mercial drivers continue to be licensed by the States and employed by motor carri- 
ers to operate heavy trucks and other OMnmercial vehiclee." 

In another ; .—..-- ...- .- ■ ■ .. . ^. 

fie Safety Adi 

trators, a roadside survey in 5 si . ~ 

multiple licenses ranged fi^m 10.8 to 32.1. Records of some of the OL. .._ ... .... 

checked and showed that they were continuing to operate on valid licenses de^iite 
long records of violations and accident involvement. "Hie conclusion of this stbdy 
states, ". . . . there appeais to be a significant incidence of multiple licensing 

among the interests tnick drivers surveyed." NAWGA assumes reasonably that the 
record would confirm that it is the poorer drivers who are most likely to secure mul- 
tiple licenses. 

The two aspects of commercial vehicle safety which reflect the trucking industn's 
and, indeed, all hi^way aaea'a greatest need for government asHidtBnre are Ute 
areas of (1) driver licensing to evaluate the basic ability of the individual to aaftdy 
operate the type of vehicle or combination to be driven, and (2) the wrtabUduaent 
and maintenance of a central data bank containing licraise information that will ef- 
fectively control the commercial vehicle driver multiple licmsing problem. It is axi- 
omatic that a perscm who will be driving a large and complex vehicle suA as a 
heavy truck or a tractor-trailer combinatiwi should not be authorized by the state to 
do BO without that person's having demtmstrated that he or she has the knowledge 
and abiUty to safely handle Uie equi[Knent. NAWGA also believes that there mtiit 
be a determinati<xi that such persons are physically capable of meeting the de- 
mands of the job. 



Only 27 states have classified lioenaing and test the ai^licant's ability to drive the 
vehicle fbr which the license is being sought. However, there is a wide variatiixi in 
these state programs. Som e states have set rinnnnr as low as 6,000 pounds groas vdii- 
cle weif^t rating (GVWR). Several others have a class starting at 30,000 poundi, 
and in one state, a classified license ia not required until a graas wddit of 40,000 
pounds is readted. Some states provide for a daaeified licrase p ose d soloy on wai^it 
with no distinction made between the driving of a sin^e-unit stnu^it truck or a 
tractor-semitrailer or other combination unit Requiring a i-ly^fi*" license for a 
6,000-pound vehicle is rnxbrntaa, but foiling to requira sepoiate licensing fbr heavy 
strai^it tracks and tractor-semitrailers is inexcusable. 

The program NAWGA endorses has two mqjor benefits. First, it would eatsbliah a 
nocedure for evaluatiog the cmnpetence of driven prior to granting them the privi- 
lege of operating large cMnmerdal vehidea. Second, it would pravide a mnnni of 
fhiw*ing to determine whether or not an individual hcdds a cmnnmcial v^iicte li- 
cense in more than one state. The neceasarv balance can be made betweoi a rliMW 
Bed licensing system that makee eesential oistinctions in the knonrledge and aUli^ 
required to safo^ operate m^jor types (tf vehicles, and a system with so mairr daas- 
es as to be overly burdensome. Hie system should be eesentiaUy as follows: 

Class 1, any 0"^""°*^*^ of vehiclee cwn p riaing one or more towed units and 
having a GVWR of 26,001 potmds or more. 

Class 2, any single unit vehicle having a GVWR of 26,001 pounds or laoi*. 

All licensee would be issued byjbe states, as is now the case or, if so decided and 
in accord with S. 1903, by the FHA. All peiaoni driving the cat^oriea of vehides 
covered by Class 1 and Class 2 licensee would be required to carr; a license validat- 
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ed for operation of a commercial vehicle whether they are driving in interstate com- 
merce or interetate commerce. The nature of the operation, potential hazards, and 
the knowledge and skill required for safe operation are dependent on the size and 
type of vehicle, not on whemer it is operating in intrastate or interEtete commerce. 

HKOICAL QUAUnCATIONB 

Drivers in interstate commerce have been subject to the requirements of the Fed- 
eral Motor Carrier Safety Regulations for many years. NAWOA believes these re- 
quirements and the requirement for periodic medical examinations are neceasar; to 
assure that drivers are able to meet the physical demands of operating large vehi- 
cles and of aafely performing the non-driving aspects of their jobs. 



Written testing should be required for Ctaaa 1 and Class 2 licensra, the examina- 
tion being tailored to the knowledge of safety regulations, safe driving principles 
and the vehicle that such drivers snould have. An applicant should be required to 
take the test in the English language and achieve a passing grade. 



It is critical to an effective licensing procedure that applicants be tested on the 
type of equipment for which they are to be licensed. NAWGA recommends that all 
tests for the Class 1 license be given on a tractor-semitrailer using a van-bodied 
trailer since that is the most comptez equipment to drive. The driver who can safely 
tolerate a tractor«emitrailer will have no difficulty with other types of combina- 
tions. 

Based on NAWGA member's own experience in road t«8tjng applicants, the test 
should be at least tO miles in length or about 30 minutes in duration, and it should 
be conducted over a route selected to give the greatest possible number of different 
driving conditions in the vicinity of the test site, llie test should also examine the 
individual's ability to conduct a pretrip inspection and the coupling and uncoupling 
of the unit. 

IBSUANCB OF UCBNSE8 

An application would be filed with the state or federal motor vehicle agency 60 to 
90 days prior to the eniration of the license the driver currently holds or for is- 
sance of a new license. Name, date of birth, operators license number, and a unique 
identifier would be recorded. A unique individual identifier utilized by all states 
would be necessary to check for the issuance of multiple licensee from different 
states to the same individual whether under one name or several if there is no fed- 
eral license. This application would also be umd for the entty into the centralized 
Ctxtimercial Vehicle Driver license Register. 

The advance period for submission of applications is intended to provide time for 
transmittal of applications to the Commercial Vehicle Driver License Register by 
mail and to affbra time for crosschecking of "identifiers" to detect thoae applicanto 
to whom multiple licensee may have been issued. In the event that a person is found 
to have more than one license, the state of inquiry would be precluded from issuing 
a commercial vehicle driver license to that applicant. Only a license issued by the 
individual's state of residence would be valid. New technology for establishing 
unique identifiers is now available that will allow the identifier to be more readily 
transmitted and procewed by computer. NAWGA believes the highway safety com- 
munity must take advantage of this new technology to solve the problem of multiple 
comnwrcial vehicle driver licenses. 

NAWGA estimate that some 3 mUIion drivers could become subject to the classi- 
fied license program and ttie Commercial Veliicle Driver Register. T tus e atimate is 
based on r^istration of 2.1 million trucks and tractors with a GVWR of 26,001 
pounds or more and a factor of I'Ai drivers per vehicle, an approximation based on 
the driver to vehicle ratio of most companies. NAWGA believes that the size of the 
population clearly indicates that present drivers of large trucks and combinations 
must be grandfathered into the system and that full-scale testing be limited to new 
applicants unless some efficient and nondisruptive way can be found to test existing 

Based on the 4-year life of a license used in most stetes, it would be neceaaaty to 
issue classified licenses to 750,000 persons per year and to make the basic entries is 
the Commercial Vehicle Driver Register. C^er a 4-year span t^e initial set of license 
renewab would be completed. 
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As previously noted, most states issue licenses for a 4-year term. NAWGA does 
not anticipate additional tcating for renewal tmleea it is otherwise required by the 
laws of the state. A driver woula apply for renewal 60 days in advance of the expira- 
tion of the current license and snow a vahd medical certificate. The application 
would be handled in the manner described above for new applicants. 

It is neceesary to bring currently-employed drivers into the program wiUiout re- 
quiring further testing. Over the years, tiie states which have implemented clasri- 
fied licensing have grandfathered presently-employed drivers without diminishing 
the value of the program. NAWOA behoves that present drivers should be esemi^ 
from testing procedures to avoid the cost and complications of coping with a very 
targe one-time burden of testing. In addition, most of these drivers are experienced 
drivers making a road test for them inappropriate and unnecessary. 



^, , J wholly 

dependent on the honesty of the driver in giving information on licenses held. If the 
driver conceals the existence of a license against which there is an adverse record, 
there is no certain way for the carrier to learn of the situation. These loopholes in 
the system can be closed by the establishment of a Commercial Vehicle Dover Reg- 
ister which would contain license and individual unique identifier information per- 
taining to commercial vehicle drivers. 

The implementation of a Commercial Vehicle Driver Register is critical to an ef- 
fective licensing program. The Register would contain license information for indi- 
viduals licensed to operate a truck or combination unit with a grosB vehicle weight 
rating in excess of 26,000 pounds. If the basic record includes a unique identifier, 
the individual cannot circumvent the system by the use of aliases, fictitious addrew- 

Each entry would include the name and address of the licensee; a pb^ical de- 
scription including height, weight, and color of hair and eyes; the unique identifier; 
class of license; and state of hcensure. The hcenae iseued to the driver would also 
include a color photograph of the licensee to permit ready identification in the field. 
The Register, itaelf, would provide the screening mechanism tlirough use of Uie 
unique identifier to assure that no more than one commercial vehicle license is 
issued to any person. It would also serve as the "pointer" to indicate the state which 
issued the Ucense and in which the driver's history is recorded. 

TRAmC VIOLATIONS 

Assuming we end up with a state administered uniform national licensing stand- 
ard, all records of convictions or forfeitures while operating a commercial vehicle 
should be forwarded to the motor vehicle agency of the state which isBued the li- 
cense so that it may be entered against the diver's record. This should indicate the 
type of vehicle in which the violation occurred. This information is critical to moni- 
toring and controlling commercial vehicle drivers through the licensing process. 
This means that convictions occurring out-of-state must be forwarded to the state 
which issued the license following conviction or forfeiture so that the driver's com- 
plete record is available at a single location. 

It is essential that the information be available not only to official agencies, bot 
also to the employers and prospective emplc^ers of drivers. Current reguUtiona, and 
trucking industry practice, mandate obtaining driver record information as a part of 
Uie screening process. The Federal Motor Carrier Safe^ R^ulationa currentlr 
specify that me record be checked for the past three yeais in each state in whioi 
the driver has held a license. The regulations also require an annual review of the 
driver's record and an annual report oy each driver of all convictions of moving vio- 
lations. 

The effectiveness of the regulations is dependent on Om honesty of the drivers in 
acknowledging the state(s} in which they have licenses and in the reporting of all 
convictions. There is currently no way for the carrier to know with any certainW of 
the complete record of a driver who conceals the fact that he or she uu more tnan 
one license. 

SANcnoNs 

Current provisions of the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Regulations provide for 
driver disqualification: 
(I) For the period of time in which the drivers' license is auqiended or revAed. 
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(2) For B period of 1 year for a first ofTense and 3 years for a subeequent of^ ^^ 
for any of the foUowing which occur while on-duty operating a commercial vehii _ 

(i) Operating under Uie influence of alcohol or certain drugs; ^ ^** 

(ii) Transportation, poeseasion, or use of certain drugs; -jvcu-i^ 

(iii) Leaving the scene of an accident involving death or pereonal iiyury; .,_ ^^ ^^ 

<iv) Commisaion of a felony involving the use of a motor vehicle. " ^ «»^ 

NAWGA supports the proviaions for disqualification, but NAWGA beiievea^ ^ 

there must be additional provisions dealing with eccuinulated convictions for Ir 
(rfHensea. Only if this is done can carriers meet their responsibilities to remune f * 
tbe road those driven who begin to develop unsatisfoctory records. To achiaraa i,,- 
otgective, NAWGA recommends a SCMlay disqualification for a driver who is cod 
ed of three or more moving violations in any 12-montii period. ' ^-'* * '* ' 



Start--up-fimding for a uniform commercial driver license system should c 
from liie present Motor Carrier Safety Aaaistance Pr(«ram (MCSAP). NAWQA _ . 
lieves it is essential that each state adopt the complete truck safety package ioc ' ^^ 
ing claaaified licensing, full interchange on convictions of moving violations it^^ 
operating a commercial vehicle, and the present driver/vehicle inspection progi. "^^ ■ 
Otherwise, the state would not be eligible for MCSAP funding. This requiremei' ' -"^ 
an eseential incentive to the atates to implement an effective commercial vel 
control program. The program can become self-sustaining through an approp^ ' ~*' ■ 
user fee etructure. '= > i ^a 

DECUNB OF FATAUnSS FROM TRUCK ACCIDBMTe "^ =.— 



al Highway Administration, injuries and fatalities from truck accidents ii 



1984, BMCS statistics show that there were 29, 149 injuries. These dropped ii 
to 28,937. In 1984, the same BMCS data indicate there were 2,721 fatalities. In l""* ^™ 
this level declined to 2,676 fatalities. It is interesting to note that these decl'^' ^* 
from 1984 came during a period when truck fleet mileage increased by about ""^ -^w 

On the subject of reportable accidents, as distinguish^ from injuries and fat-' i^ 
ties, NAWGA notes referrence to an 18% increase in 1984 according to figur'' — ' 
maintained by the BMCS. This statistic has been given widespread publicity and Irv— 
been used as a very misleading argument to the effect that economic deregulation se. ._ 
the trucking induatiy since 1980 has compromised trucking safety. NAWGA dotr^ 
not subscribe to this view. The 18% increase relates to reportable accidents iDV(ih> _ 
ing interstate motor carriers. It should be noted that as of 1973, they have beep- . 
obliged to report all accidents involving a fatality, physical iiyury or prc^er^ " 
damage in excess of $2,000. As far as the 18% is concerned, NAWGA undeiBtanof "^ 
that the BMCS has revised ita 1984 accident figures, reducing it to 37,823. This cal-* 
culatcs to be a 16%, not an 18% increase over the 1983 figure of 31,628. 

Moreover, and importantly, the fact of inflation should be acknowledged with re> ""^ 
spect to the $2,000 and above level in property damage requiring that the accident ^"^ 
be reported. In this connection, the BMCS has indicated that 7.390 additional aod- "^ 
dents were the subjects of reports in 1984 as compared to 1973, when reporting went ^t- 
into effect, because inflation has elevated the damage level over $2,000. The BMCS ^ 
has, as a result, changed its rule for reporting damage to a new threshold of $4,200. 
This ia an inflation index adjustment calculated since 1973. It seems reasonable to *~ 
conclude that the increase in reported truck accidents in 1985 from 1984 does not * 
necessarily suggest an increase in the actual number of accidents. If it were other> ^ 
wise, how could we explain the decline in ii;)uriee and fatalities in 1985 over 1984? * 

Further on the subject of accidents, fatalities and injuries, the Committee will ^ 
note that we are attaching as Appendix 1' a summary supplieid by the Coalition on | 

Motor Carrier Reform of which I am Cochairman. We think it will be of interest to 
this Committee. We think it conclusively demonstrates that there is no nexus bs- 
c deregulation and the question of highway truck safety. 



Thank you. 

> llM aUachmeDt waa not reproducible. 
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Statkhent of DAC Sciivicis 



COUMEftCIAl. VEHICLE DRIVEB UCEMSE 



IndtutiieB, motor vehicle adnunistratioiiB, and law enforcement agencies all agree 
that the problem commercial driver must be brou^t under control. We need an ef- 
fective way to assure compliance with Federal Motor Carrier Safety Regulations 
which require that we seek full and complete knowledge of a driver s driving and 
employment record during the preceding 3 years. 

Background information— previous employment ditcloturt 

Despite the regulation requiring a company to inquire as to a newly hired driver's 
employment history within 30 days of employment, the bad actors are not be detect- 
ed. The primary reasons are: 

(1) It is easy for the driver to omit nBrning an employer for whom he performed 
unacceptably; 

(2) Many employers are concerned that giving out negative information on a 
driver may result in a law suit; 

(3) Some safety and personnel managers have developed a defeated attitude that 
the ^stem is stacked against them and they just go through the motions of check- 
ing out drivers. 

It should also be noted that if a company hires a driver and then diecks out his 
driving and employment history in the next 30 days as allowed by regulatitm, the 
company is taking an unacceptably large risk of liability for damages thfU may be 
caused by the driver during the check our period. The information must be acceeaed 
and evaluated before hiring the driver! 

DAC Services has a system in place that offers real hope to the transportation 
industry in solving most of the problems associated with disclosure of previous em- 
ployment. 

Transporation companies are joining together to share this information electroni- 
cally. Upon termination, a driver's employment performance is transmitted to 
DAC's central computer where it is available for instant retrieval. The information 
is coded, allowing speed of entry and minimiim storage space. The codes include 
period of employment, reason for leaving, driving license number, equipment opei^ 
ated, loads hauled, work experience, and accident record. 

The information is structured to strictly conform to the Fair Credit Reporting Act 
and protects both the driver and the transportation company so that a free flow of 
information can be effected. This system is new and its growth is accelerating &(»n 
essentially no driver records at the beginning of this year to currently from 800 to 
lOOO driver records per week. The input rate should quadruple by year's end and 
will continue increasing for the next three to four years. Transportation members 
are already finding useful results from this information system even thou^ the file 
is in its infancy. 

This Previous Employment Information system is described because of its bearing 
on the concept of a national central file of driver license information: A computer 
based central file of information has been implemented and is accessible by the 
transportation community. It is accessible fay a number of methods ranging from the 
member phoning a DAC operator, to use by simple printer/ terminals, personal com- 
puters, or large computers online to the system. 

Preoious driving record disclosure 

DAC Services is currently providing driving records to it» transportation members 
and insurance clients from all the states except Massachusetts, llie primary system 
for communication between DAC and each state is via remote equipment. We have 
transmission equipment installed at our office in the state capital. E!ach day our 
users transmit requests for driver records to our central computer according to the 
individual data requirements of each state. At a designated time for each stat«, re- 
quests for driving records are trasmitted from our central computers to our remote 
equipment located in the state where it is placed on magnetic tape. This tape is de- 
livered to the state's Department of Public Safety computer for over night process- 
ing against the state's file of roistered drivers. The next morning, the tape is 
picked up and transmitted back to the central computer and the information made 
available to the user. There are some states that have the capability to accept 
online systems, while some states (very few) require punch cards or printed requests 
for information. 
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Private sector approach to the multiple iUxnae probletn 

DAC is currently collecting information pointing to driver's previous (and some- 
timea undieclooed) driving records in several independent modes: 

(1) Previous employment records provided by the transportation companies in- 
clude license information on the driver while employed by the company; 

(2) Many thousands of commercial driver license requests are processed monthly 
by DAC. We save a pointer record on each driver that includes the state and license 
number ordered (we do not save information concerning the driver's driving record). 
E!ven though the file has been growing for only a few months, we are currently de- 
tecting 5-6% "other" licenses. 

(3) Some 25 States plus the District of Columbia currently have social security 
number somewhere in their data record. (In many of these states, the driver may 
elect to not use his social security number — but the vast m^ority of drivers current- 
ly use their social security number.) We have recently solicited these States and the 
District of C^olumbia to share their commercial license records with the transporta- 
tion community and with each other in the form of a central file of "Pointer" infor- 
mation. Already three States have provided data — North Dakota, Nevada and Iowa 
and three have committed, New Jersey, New Hampshire and West Virginia. We 
have the expectation that others will soon follow. ElventuaUy, we hope to have all of 
these sources sharing data and eliminating multiple commercial licenses within 
that group. With the success of this group, we beheve that the transportation indus- 
try, highway administers and public safety activists will persuade the remaining 
States to join in. (In the event of successful passage of proposed l^islation covering 
interstate commercial drivers, this system can be abandoned unless it is deemed de- 
sirable to maintain for control of intra-state commercial drivers). 

Opinions concerning the multiple license problem 

A standard system used by all States for commercial drivers is badly needed. Such 
a Bystem should: 

(1) Use a common identifier. This identifier can be a driver's social security 
number or a bio-metric identifier (such as fingerprint or retinal scan). 

(2) Assure that a commercial driver can only operate under one license at a time 
and that his previous record is appended to hie new license in the event of switching 
to a new state. 

(3) Provide for violation communication for effective monitoring of commercial 
drivers' cCHnpliance with traffic laws. States must universally and promptly trans- 
mit driving offenses committed by drivers to the licensing State. (In the event that a 
central file of commercial drivers were implemented, it would require only a very 
modest effort to use the central computer as a deUvery mechanism from Uie state 
where the violation took place to the state of license.) 

(4) Set violation standards. It would be heipfid to all concerned in controlling the 
bad commercial driver if standards would be shared b^ the States — both in terms of 
defining the violation but also in agreeing on what mformation to disclose to em- 
pWera. 

(5) Be based on a classified license system. Standards should also be set where 
States share a common testing and clasmfication system for commercial drivers. 

Standard identifier far commercial licenses 

It should be noted at the outset that any system using whatever standard identifi- 
er will contain loopholes for criminal minded drivers, unless a method is included 
for law enforcement oFFicee to have instant access to the information. Instant access 
by law enforcement officers enables them to prove that the driver is indeed who he 
says he is and is authorized by the company to operate its equipment. There are 
several approaches possible for including law enforcement but will not be comments 
ed on at this time except to note that they should be considered prior to ^stem 
design. The design must assure that a cost ^ective and useful system can be miple- 
mented in the future which is be compatible to the system implemented now. 

Fingerprint as an identifier: Advanced technology makes fingerprinting feasible 
as an identifier. The system would be substantially more expensive than, say, use of 
the social security number since one must have a secondary system which is used 
only for the purpose of "validating" the print That is. a computer based system 
used to store the digitized prints and to compare all new prints against the file to 
assure no multiple licenses. Also, completely separate system of inputing prints 
from the licensing location would have to be constructed involving either finger 
scanning and transmitting eouipment at each licensing location or use of finger- 
print cuds mailed to a centr^ scanner. Without equipment in the law enforcement 

Digitized by K.rt OOQ IC 



officer's car to acan the commercial driver's finger and compare against the license 
isBued, there would be no protection against the driver using another's license. 

The Social Socurity Number as an identifier: The social security number is the 
meet widely used identifier. It suffers from popularly held mis-conceptions about its 
validity and control. It is true that at one time, there was little control over its issu- 
ance. In the last few years, the social security administratioii has successfully imple- 
mented very stringent control over its issuance. They also now offer a service to pri- 
vate and public sectors whereby they validate that a given social security number 
has truly been issued to a named individual. It would appear that the new social 
security controls, combined with file validation, compares favorably with a finger- 
print identifier in plugging the multiple license loophole. The chief advantage of 
using social security is that it is much cheaper to implement and operate. Half the 
states already have the ability to use such a system immediately. It should be noted 
that a system utilizing a central file registering all commercial drivers indexed by 
social security numb^ could later be rather easily correlated with a validation 
system using a biometric identifier such as fingerprint 
Summary 

It ia clear that something must be done to control irreaponaible, careless and law- 
less commercial drivers. A central file approach utilizing validated social security 
numbers as the identifier could be implemented in 25 states within a very short 
time with the remainder states phased in as licensee come up for renewal. TTie cost 
to the public for such a system would be quite modest and it lends itself well to 
future enhancements if they be indicated as neceasary or desirable. 

National Association of MANUPAfTTUBZBS, 

Washington. DC. June IS, 1986. 
Hon. John C. Danporth, 

Chairman, Committee on Commerce, Science, and T^nnsportation, U.S. Senate. Wash- 
ington, DC. 
Dbab Mr. Chairman: The National Association of Manufacturers would like to 
join thoee supporting the enactment of S. 1903, the Commerical Motor Vehicle Act 
of 1985, which you introduced along with Senator Bob Packwood. 

As one of the leading proponents in the effort to complete the deregulation of the 
trucking industry, we nave maintained consistently that the issues of safety and de- 
r^ulation in the transportation industries are separate and distinct. In fact, our 
May 1, 1985, statement to Senator Packwood urging the prompt enactment of S. 
2240 pointed to S. 1903 and S. 1904 specifically as legislation vrtuch could addreM 
many of the ssfeW concerns within the tranportation field independent of whether 
a trucking deregulation measure was adopted, 

NAM believes that enforcement is the key to increasing the level of safety and is 
pleased that S. 1903 grants additional incentives and fiinding to the states to accom- 
plish this. In addition, the creation of a national truck driver's license issued and 
administered by the Department of Transportation should help to alleviate the situ- 
ation of irresponsible truck drivers obtaining licenses ftom more than one state in 
order to continue driving on one license while another is under suspension. 

As manufacturers, our members are extremely concerned about the safe operation 
of motor carriers since products must arrive at retail outlets in good condition 
before they can be sold. We appreciate your leadership in this area, and urge the 
fiill Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation to report S. 1903 favor- 
ably for the consideration of the full Senate as soon as passible. 
Sincerely, 

Jaues p. Casit, 

Vice ftiestdent 



RiGuiJut Common Carbikr GoNrKRKNci, 

Alexandria, VA, July 11. 1986. 
Hon, John C. Daktorth, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

Deab Senator Danforth: I am enclosing for your information a petition we have 
just filed with the IOC requesting that they investigate what the trucking induatry 
considers an unreasonable and unfair competitive practice. 
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Eaaentially, shipping companies with substantial economic influence over individ- 
ual tniddng firms have, contingent to hauling their frei^t, dictated conditions to 
carriers whereby those Bhi[niing companies are ftdd fi-e^t diicounts, daqrite tiie 
fact that the customers of those shippers are pojdng the &ei^t charges. We think 
price discounts are a legitmate activity in the competitive market; however, we feel 
it totally unreasonable when, for example, a receiver of flight pa^ undiecounted 
freight charges and carriers are required to pay to the shipper c discount mi those 
cluuges. 

As we say in our petition, discounting is a bona fide element of competitive pric- 
ing and, as such, is in order. However, discounte should be allowed the port; that 
pays the freight charges, not to another company as a deception to that company's 



We hope you agree that this is an unreasonable practice and can encourage the 
ICC to conduct an appropriate investigation; and baaed on its finding issue a 
simple ruling that will allow discountB to be paid exclusively to those fuins which 
pay the freight charges. 
Please let us know if you have any questions or if we may be of assistance. 
Sincerely, 

jAMnC. Habkinb, 
Exteutivt Director. 
Enclosure ' 

National Solid Waotis Hanagehknt Association, 

Washington, DC. July 15, 1986. 
Hon. John Dantokth, 
Chair, Senate Commerce Committee, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC 

Deak Senator Danforth: On behalf of the Chemical Wast« Tranniortation Coun- 
cil, I am updating a statement submitted for the record when tbe Committee firvt 
announced a heanng on S. 1903, the Commercial Motor Vehicle SafMy Act of 1985. 
As this legislation h^ been substantially rewritten in recent weeks, I am Bubmit- 
tiiig this statement for the record of your July 15 hearing, oa motor carrier saiMy 
based on revisions to S. 1903 I have received dated July 7, 1986. 

The Chemical Waste Transportation Council (CWTC) is a component of the Na- 
tional Solid Waatee Management Association. The Council was recently formed to 
serve as a forum for issues specific to the transport of hazardous waste. Members of 
tbe Council are those commercial firms that have responsibility for transport of hai- 
ardous waste, by truck and rail, &om its point of generation to its management dee- 
tination. 

As stated in my letter of June 19, safetv is a prime concern of the CWTC. One of 
the firvt projects of the Council was development of safetjr standards for hazardous 
waste transportation. The research and effort for this pnnect took nearly a year to 
complete. It is in light of this K^rience that the Council submits it views on four 
issues raised by tjie revised S. 1903: 

The National Uniform Commercial Motor Vehicle Operator's License (NUCM- 
VOL); 

The Classified Driver's License Information Systems (CDLIS>, 

Government inspections of drivers to det^^nine if they are intoxicated or under 
the influence of a controlled substance; and 

~ Ung. 

national uniform commercial motor vtoicli opESAroR's ucBia 
The Council wholeheartedly supports the contxpt of a national operator's license 
which would replace the current process which allows issuance of multiple state-re- 
quired licenses. On May 13. the Bureau of Motor Carrier Safety (BMCS) published 
in the Federal Register its own proposal for a national driver's license (I>ocket MC- 
120). The CWTC considers S. 1903 to be preferrable to the Bureau's proposal. Id S. 
1903 there are no exceptions to a one-license requirement. However, the Bureau pro- 
posal has exceptions for two states (Oklahoma and Montana). These states require a 
separate license for drivers operating within the state if the drivers are not current 
residents of each state. The CWTC's concern is that while at this point in time only 
two exemptions are allowed, more could follow in the future, thus undermining tiie 
purpose for which the one-license policy was instituted. 
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The Ooimdl supports the poticy that ratains •dministntion oT th» NUCMVOL 
inxjgram in the states based oo FsderaUr established mininuTn tUndanli. How*v*r. 



the Council is cmKcmed with one spedflc provisiaa. As written. S. 1903 would allow 
any state to mt more strioMiit standards rar Uoenasa. If those state* in (urn refuse 
to recognke the valtdtty of licenaos from other states that, while meeting the FMer~ 



a requirameots, are not as stringent, the purpoee of the Act would be 

frustrated. The legiBlation should be amended to clarify that states reciprocally rec- 
ognize each other's NUCMVOL. 

In contrast to the BMCS proposal, the revised legislation establishes monetary 
penalties for violationa of the one-license rule. On the other hand, the BMCS P^PJ*; 
al imposes license revocations for defined periods of time as its MnalUM. Tht CwTC 
believes the concept of license revocation or suspension for praaetanntnad time peri- 
ods to be a more effective and equitable jpenal^. 

The Council is moet concerned with the policy that limlta the applicability of tha 
one-licenae requirement and other safety features of the legislation Co driven of 
"placarded" vehicles rather than to all vehicles transporting haiardous materials, 
WhUe not articulated in the July 7th draft of S. 1903, this policy is reported to hava 
been adopted in principal and is to be included in later versions of the bill. 

I must emphasize that it is a malfunction of a truck and/or error In driver actions 
or judgements that leads to an accident; accidents are not caused by the presence of 
the hazardous material. From a safety as well as an administrative perspective, the 
Council strongly recommends that all drivers of hazardous materials be required to 
meet the more stringent driver qualification standards of the NUCMVOL not Just 
thoee whose vehicles contain placarded materials. The confusion that would ensue 
from the existence of two elates of licenses for hazardous materials drivers would 
probably undermine overall safefy. 

Among the criteria listed for the NUCMVOL is a requirement for a driving tmt 
in the type of vehicle the driver candidate wilt be operating. The Council snoorsas 
this polu? as a means to ascertain the competence of prospective drivers on the va- 
riety of vehicles they may be required to operate. 

CLASSIFIED dbiver's ucbnse INFORMATION svnw 

The necessity of establishing a CDLIS goes without question. It would be admlnU- 
tratively impossible to expect states or employers to verify with every state the ax- 
istence of other NUCMVOL licensee. The Council understands that the National 
Law Enforcement Telecommunications System (NLETTS)— a non-profit operation 
based on Phoenix, Arizona — provides the telecommunications Infrastructure that 
allows real-time exchange of criminal justice and criminal justice- related Informa- 
tion among all state, local and Federal law enforcement agen cies. Oongreas should 
explore the poesibility of "pigeybacking" CDLIS on NLETS, or at least axamlna 
NUTS as a model for the CDOS. 

Whatever model is selected for CDLIS, the Council recognizee the naad to setsb- 
lish a fee to support a clearinghouse operation. CWTC supporto tha requirement in 
S. 1903 that these feee be limited to the coste of iterating the CDLIS. 



1 such as transpcn-tation of hazardous mater 

__jut safe driving habits should take precedei 

confidentially and privacy. The CWTC recoaunends that tha lagfalstion be »amtitd 
to delete the Secreteiys discretknaiy antbori^ with respect to rdeaae of iaformft- 
tion from CDLIS. 

The second concent deals with tl^ requimnent that the infonxwtioo syMtaoi ia- 
etude "all States in which such ofwrator currently baa a licenae to operate a cnv 
ntercial motor vehicle. " While tl^ NUCUVOL is to be pbaaed io, there is no reaacM 
why the one-license requirvnwnt cannot be eflective at data of enactOMt. Tlwr* 

should be no multi[^ li»rir»j of \iaam — — ' " •' »u— -k—u k^ <i.^u.^ •» 

appij the full pen^ties of tb« law a 
now, at beet, lends ooafuswn tt 
eari>rin the bilL 



with tbe dessr^Oity sod practkaUty «r iflspactiatia of 4r4v«n 

the operator is iiiiiisiisieJ or aajtr tJw iirfhMnw of a tn»- 

. tte CeoMa] qncattoM wbctbcr «r Mt tfae OevensMSM Is 
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the befit, or only authority that can conduct these inapectiona. Another option would 
be to allow employers to test drivers for alcohol and drug uae. Employer liabilities 
are on the line when drivers are sent on the road. It is in an employer's best inter- 
est to keep drug users and intoxicated persona off the road. 

Support for the principle of random inspections, and attendant sanctions, es- 
poused by this section of the bill should be dependent on the establishment of uni- 
form, objective criteria to assure equal application of the law, llie Council would 
encourage the Congress to develop such criteria prior to passage of this otherwise 
worthwiule provision. 

The revis^ legislation introduces two other coacema with respect to the section 
on drug alcohol testing. The first relates to the penalty established for driving under 
the influence of alcohol, S. 1903, as revisM and in its original form, would simply 
revoke a license for 150 days. The Council questions whether this is an adequate 
deterrent especially for repeat offenders. 

The second concern relates to the definition of "controlled substances" covered 
under the bill. It is not clear from the definition if all controlled substances as ref- 
lated by the Drug Enforcement Administration are covered. The Council recom- 
mends further clarification in the final bill. 

FUNDINO 

The Council is pleased that the Commercial Motor Vehicle Safety Fund has been 
eliminated from the original version of the bill. The Council supports the bill's new 
policy that existing trust funds and revenues be tapped to provide for the important 
activities and programs authorized in the legislation. 

Thank you for you attention to the Council's concerns and suggestions. If you 
have any questions about the points raised in this letter, I will be ^eased to discuss 
them with you at your request and convenience. 
Sincerely, 

SUELLBN PntAQES, Ph.D., 

Director. 



The Travelers, 
Washington, DC, July SB, 1986. 
Hon, John C. DANroBTK, 

Chairman, Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation, U.S. Senate, Wash- 
ington, DC 

Dear Senator DANroBm: The Travelers Insurance Compaies would like to rois- 
ter its strong support for a national commercial drivers license. An increasing fre- 
quency of accidents involving commercial vehicles, the routine transport of hazard- 
ous wastes, and federally mandated levels of liabilitv coverage underscore the need 
for a uniform commercial drivers license which could be issued in accordance with 
strict safety standards, and monitored nationally for compliance and enforcement. 

Your proposed l^islation, S. 1903, is an important first step toward a national 
(xunmercial drivers license, and we applaud your sponsorship of this legislation and 
your persistent effort to move a bill out of committee. The IVavelers believes such 
le^Cislation should include requirements for procedures, data collection, and enforce- 
ment monitoring, and would like to offer a number of suggestions for your commit- 



cleoi 

A licensing procedure which includes a written test, road test and medical exam. 
The written test should specify an above average passing grade. Vehicle operators 
would be limited to operating a vehicle with no greater over the road or public 
hazard exposure than the road test vehicle. 

Issuance and renewal of all NCDL's through stote motor vehicle departments, 

A federal national data register monitoring capability to prevent multiple licens- 
ing. Information on vehicle operators would be included in the NCDL. 

On violations, we recommend that standards for suspension or revocation be rec- 
ommended in Department of Transportetion regulations, and that the following cat- 
egories of violations be considered serious: 

Holding more than one NCDL (subject to fine and lifetime revocation). 

Driving under the influence of drugs or alcohol (first offense suspension, second 
offense lifetime revocation). 
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ReckleBB driving, leaving the scene of an accident, felony conviction involving 
motor vehicle traveling ten mph or more over posted limit (BUBpension), 

The national data register would be notified of any such convictions within five 
working days, and this information would be compiled and sent to state motor vehi- 
cle bureaus monthly. 

Finally, The Travelers recommends the formation of an Advisory Council which 
would establish guidelines and r^ulationa, and monitor the effects of the NCDL. 
The Ckiuncil would include representatives of interested government, transportation, 
tabor and commercial property casualty insurance parties, and be chained with es- 
tablishing NCDL classifications training, and violation and accident deiinitions. 

The Travelers is working now with representatives of many groups active in the 
national commercial drivers Ucense effort to develop, either through existing state 
police/motor vehicle department networks, or from new technoloy, a monitoring 
and enforcement network capable of sustaining a national commerical drivers li- 
cense law without unnecessary, costly or intrusive recordkeeping and monitoring at 
the federal level. As this is a crucial component to any successful NCDL program, 
and is already a subject of some controversy in connection with the NCDL proposal, 
we will keep your committee informed of our prc^rese. 

The Travelers believes a national commercial drivers Ucense, with the kinds of 
safety, monitoring and enforcement provisions recommended here, is a necessary 
and legitimate response to the growing problem of truck safety on our nation's high- 
ways. We are grateful for your support of the NCDL concept, and would be happy to 
help your committee develop a technically strong, politically viable NCDL bill. 
Sincerely, 

Philip T. Bkowm, 
ABButant Director, Marketing Retounxa Diviaum. 



Digitized by '^J OOQ IC 



DEPOSIT 
JAN la 1987 



y 4.C T3ff.aMR0.»46« 

3 6105 045 213 464 



DATE DUE 





































































































STANFORD UNIVERSITY LIBRARIES 
STANFORD, CALIFORNIA M3OS-60O4 



abiGoogle 



1 



pgLe 



